
^5t§t  TRfta  srirr  arereft 
L.B.S  National  Academy  of  Administration 

»T^ 

MUSSOORIE 

LIBRARY 

aRlfer  ’T^qT 
Accession  No. 

TO 
Class  No. _ 

5^^  mqj 
Book  No. Vci 

GL181.4B VED  0.2  . 
Till  k 







VEDANTA  -  PARIBHASA 
OF 

DHARMARAJA  ADHVARINDRA 

Translated  and  Annotated  by 

SWAM!  MADHAVANANDA 

With  a  Foreword  by 

Dr.  S.  N.  DASGUPTA,  C.I.E.,  M.A., 

Ph.D.  {Cal.  &  Cantab.),  D.Litt.  {Hon.  Rome ) 

THE  RAMAKRISHNA  MISSION  SARADA  PITHA 

BELUR  MATH,  Dt.  HOWRAH 



Published  by 

SWAMI  VlMUKTANANDA, 

Secretary,  Ramakrishna  Mission  Sarada  Pitha, 

Belur  Math,  Dt.  Howrah. 

Printed  tn  India  by 

K.  C.  Banerjee 

at  the  Modern  Art  Press, 

1/2,  Durga  Pituri  Lane,  Calcutta. 



FOREWORD 

I  congratulate  most  heartily  Swam!  Madhav- 
ananda  on  his  English  translation  of  the  Vedanta 
Paribhasa.  I  also  appreciate  the  annotations 
that  he  has  given.  The  Vedanta  Paribhasa  is  an 
epistemological  work  on  Samkara  Vedanta  as 

interpreted  in  the  Vivarana  school.  The  episte¬ 
mological  implications  of  the  Panca-padika  of 
Padmapada  as  interpreted  in  the  Vivarana,  had 

already  been  collected  and  worked  out  by  Rama- 
dvaya  in  his  Vedanta  Kaumudl.  The  work  has 

not  yet  been  published.  When  we  compare  the 
contents  of  the  Vedanta  Kaumudl  with  those  of 

the  Vedanta  Paribhasa  of  Dharmarajadhvarindra, 

the  indebtedness  of  the  latter  appears  to  be  so 
colossal  that  its  claim  to  originality  vanishes. 
There  are  also  here  and  there  traces  of  confusion 

which  his  son  vainly  tried  to  justify  or  to  explain 
away  in  his  commentary  on  the  Vedanta  Pari¬ 
bhasa.  On  the  whole,  this  epistemological  com¬ 
pendium  on  account  of  its  brevity  and  lucidity 
of  exposition  has  commended  itself  to  the  readers 
of  Samkara  Vedanta.  It  is  also  interesting  to 
notice  that  in  accordance  with  the  scheme  of 

epistemology  formulated  in  the  Vivarana,  the 
perceptual  situation  is  taken  in  a  realistic 

manner.  Parts  of  it,  however,  are  not  fully 
developed,  and  important  questions  which  could 
be  raised  regarding  it  have  not  been  anticipated. 
This  may  be  regarded  as  a  hypercriticism,  but  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  much  scope  for 
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elaborating  the  views  of  the  Vivarana  school  on 
epistemological  matters. 

This  English  translation  of  the  Vedanta 
Paribhasa  will  introduce  the  epistemology  of  the 
Samkara  Vedanta  to  such  readers  as  are  not 

adepts  in  philosophical  Sanskrit.  The  public 
owe  a  deep  debt  of  gratitude  for  this  work  to 

Swam!  Madhavananda.  It  is  also  very  gratify¬ 
ing  to  see  that  the  Ramakrsna  Mission  that  has 
become  so  famous  in  the  country  for  social 
service  has  also  turned  its  attention  towards 

intellectual  service  in  such  a  significant  work  as 
the  present  one  and  many  other  translations  that 
the  learned  author  has  done. 

S.  N.  DASGUPTA 



INTRODUCTION 

The  Vedanta-Paribhasa  by  Dharmaraja 
Adhvarlndra  is  a  very  important  manual  of  the 
Vedanta  philosophy,  and  is  the  most  widely 
read  book  on  the  subject  next  to  Sadananda 

Yogindra's  V  edanta-Sara.  The  author,  who 
seems  to  have  flourished  in  the  seventeenth 

century,  was  a  reputed  scholar  of  Southern  India, 

as  we  know  from  the  introductory  verses  to  the 

Paribhasa,  as  also  from  similar  verses  by  his  son 

and  commentator.  And  we  have  ample  evidence 

from  the  body  of  the  book  that,  of  the  two  main 
branches  of  the  Sankara  school  of  Advaita 

Vedanta,  founded  by  Padmapadacarya  and 

Acarya  Vacaspati  Misra  respectively,  our  author 

belonged  to  the  former.  In  his  discussions  he 

has  adopted  the  method  and  phraseology  of 

Navya-Nyaya,  introduced  by  Gangesa  Upa- 
dhyaya  in  the  fourteenth  century. 

The  first  six  chapters  of  the  Paribhasa  are 

devoted  to  establishing  the  means  of  valid  knowl¬ 
edge  from  the  Vedantic  standpoint,  and  as  such 
often  contain  refutations  of  other  systems  of 

philosophy,  particularly  Nyaya-Vaisesika.  Being 
to  some  extent  of  a  polemical  character,  these 
chapters  are  rather  abstruse  for  the  beginner. 

But  once  he  has  ascended  these  rugged  steps,  he 

is  ushered  into  the  realm  of  Vedanta  proper  in 

the  last  two  chapters  of  the  book,  where  he  will 

find  a  delightful  compendium  of  the  essential 
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doctrines  of  the  philosophy,  embodying  its 

subject-matter  and  aim. 
As  regards  the  means  of  knowledge  there  is 

great  divergence  among  the  different  systems  of 

philosophy.  For  instance,  the  Carvakas,  who 
are  out  and  out  materialists,  believe  only  in 

perception;  the  Buddhists  and  the  Vaisesikas  in 

perception  and  inference;  the  Saiikhya  and  Yoga 

schools  in  perception,  inference  and  verbal  testi¬ 
mony  ( sabda ) ;  the  Naiyaikas  add  to  these 
comparison  as  well  ;  the  Prabhakara  school  of 

MTmamsakas  include  presumption ;  while  the 

Vedantists,  along  with  the  Bhatta  school  of 
Mimamsakas,  believe  in  six  means  of  knowledge, 

viz.,  perception,  inference,  comparison,  verbal 

testimony,  presumption  and  non-apprehension. 
As  against  the  Naiyayikas,  the  Vedantins  argue 

that  presumption  cannot  be  classed  under  infer¬ 
ence,  for  it  is  based  on  negative  invariable  con¬ 

comitance  ( vyatireka-vyapti ),  which  Vedanta 

does  not  admit;  while  non-apprehension  cannot 
come  under  perception,  for,  according  to  the 

logicians,  it  presupposes  contact  of  the  organ 

with  the  object,  but  non-existence  cannot  come 
in  contact  with  the  organ. 

Again,  with  regard  to  the  conception  of  knowl¬ 
edge,  Nyaya  holds  that  knowledge  is  a  product 
of  the  contact  of  the  mind  with  the  self,  while 

according  to  Vedanta  it  is  eternal  Pure  Con¬ 
sciousness  ( caitanya ) ;  only  it  is  manifested 

through  mental  states  ( vrtti ).  The  Vedantin's 
theory  of  perception  is  in  sharp  contrast  with  the 
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Naiyayika's.  Vedanta  holds  that  Pure  Con¬ 
sciousness  has  thfee  forms — as  associated  with 

(that  is,  manifested  as)  the  subject  or  knower 

(or  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mind),  as  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  object,  and  as  associated  with 

the  mental  state,  and  perception  of  any  external 

object  (that  is  present  and  capable  of  being  per¬ 
ceived)  takes  place  when  these  three  occupy  the 

same  space,  by  the  mental  state  issuing  through 
the  organ  and  spreading  over  the  object  so  as  to 
assume  the  same  form — like  the  water  of  a  tank 

reaching  a  field  through  a  channel  and  being 

shaped  like  the  field.  The  mental  state  serves  to 

remove  the  veil  of  nescience  ( avidya )  from  the 

Consciousness  associated  with  the  object,  which 

is  revealed  by  a  reflection  of  the  Consciousness 

associated  with  the  subject  (that  is,  of  the  self, 

which  is  of  the  nature  of  intelligence).  Vedanta 

denies  that  the  mind  is  an  organ — which  is  a 

postulate  of  Nyaya — and  according  to  it,  the 
perception  of  internal  objects  like  pleasure  and 

pain  is  done  by  the  witness — by  which  is  meant 
that  aspect  of  the  self  in  which  the  mind,  instead 

of  being  a  qualifying  attribute  (visesana),  is  a 

limiting  adjunct  (upadhi) — directly,  that  is,  with¬ 
out  the  help  of  the  mental  state,  as  in  the  case 

of  external  objects.  The  distinction  between  a 

qualifying  attribute  and  a  limiting  adjunct  is  this, 

that  the  former  actually  (of  course,  speaking 

from  the  phenomenal  standpoint)  limits  the  self, 

while  the. latter  only  distinguishes  it  without  pro¬ 
ducing  any  actual  difference. 
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In  Nyaya  a  cognition  like,  “The  hill  has 
fire,  because  it  has  smoke,”  is  inferential,  where¬ 
as  in  Vedanta  it  is  a  composite  experience,  being 

perceptual  in  respect  of  the  hill  and  inferential 

in  respect  of  the  fire.  In  Nyaya  the  validity  of 

knowledge  arises  from  particular  favourable 
conditions,  and  is  ascertained  through  a  separate 

inference,  while  in  Vedanta  it  arises  spontane¬ 

ously  and  is  self-evident.  Unlike  Nyaya, 
Vedanta  holds  that  perceptual  knowledge  may 
arise  even  from  verbal  testimony,  as,  for 

example,  from  a  sentence  like,  “This  is  that 
Devadatta,”  or  “Thou  art  That.”  While, 
according  to  Nyaya,  a  word  primarily  signifies 
an  individual  possessed  of  a  generic  attribute,  in 

Vedanta  it  primarily  signifies  a  generic  attribute. 

In  Nyaya,  only  words  have  implication  ( laksana ), 
but  in  Vedanta  sentences  also  have  it.  Nyaya 

postulates  eternal  generic  attributes  (jati),  and 

inherence  (samavaya) ,  which  is  a  special  kind  of 
intimate  relation.  Vedanta  denies  both,  and 

substitutes  transitory  common  features  for  the 

former,  and  identity  for  the  latter.  In  Nyaya 

all  error  is  taking  one  thing  for  another  ( anyathd - 
khati );  in  Vedanta,  according  to  some,  it  is  so 

only  when  the  thing  for  which  something  else  is 
mistaken  is  close  enough  to  the  latter  to  be  in 

contact  with  the  organ,  as  when  we  see  a  crystal 

beside  a  ruby  as  red;  in  other  cases  we  have 

a  logically  indefinable  cognition  ( anirvacantya - 

khydti) — which  is  the  general  view.  In  in¬ 
ference,  Nyaya  admits  an  intermediate  cause 
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(* vyapara ),  viz.,  consideration  {paramarsa) ,  or 
the  knowledge  that  the  reason,  or  ground  from 
which  we  infer,  is  present  in  the  thing  in  or 
about  which  something  is  inferred.  In  Nyaya 

the  effect  is  something  quite  different  from  the 

cause;  in  Vedanta  they  are  essentially  the  same, 
which  accords  with  the  Sankhya  view  also.  The 

above  list  is  by  no  means  exhaustive.  The  reader 
will  come  across  other  differences  as  he  goes 

through  the  book. 

A  glance  at  the  table  of  contents  will  give  an 

idea  of  the  nature  and  variety  of  the  topics  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  book.  We  refrain  from  adverting 
to  them  here.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  author 

has  bestowed  a  good  deal  of  attention  on  the 

accuracy  and  comprehensiveness  of  the  defini¬ 
tions,  inserting  one  qualifying  epithet  after 

another  into  them  for  this  purpose — to  which  not 
a  little  of  the  stiffness  of  books  of  this  kind  is 

due.  He  has  faithfully  presented  in  a  nutshell 
the  traditional  views  on  important  questions 

relating  to  Vedanta,  and  it  is  rarely  that  he  has 
put  forward  any  views  of  his  own,  as  he  has 
once  done  under  Implication  ( laksana ).  He 
has  often  referred  to  great  authorities  like 

Padmapada,  Prakasatma-yati  and  Vacaspati 
Misra  in  his  book,  and  his  debt  to  these  masters 

is  indubitable.  The  question  as  to  how  far  the 

contributions  of  our  author  are  original,  or  the 

question  of  his  close  indebtedness  to  any  subse¬ 
quent  author,  for  example,  Ramadvaya,  as 

Dr.  Dasgupta  asserts,  can  be  decided  only  when 
b 
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the  works  in  question  have  been  published.  We 

leave  the  issue  open,  and  trust  that  future 

research  scholars  will  be  in  a  position  to  settle 

the  matter  conclusively.  That  he  has  eminently 

succeeded  ifi  producing  a  handy  volume  for  the 

general  reader,  is  a  fact  that  will  be  evident  to 

all  who  study  the  book. 

Of  all  the  systems  of  philosophy,  Purva- 
Mimarhsa  and  Vedanta  follow  the  Vedas  as 

closely  as  possible,  the  latter  relying  on  Sruti 

confirmed  by  reason  and  realisation.  But  there 

is  this  outstanding  difference  between  the  two 

that,  while  Purva-MImamsa  is  a  staunch  believer 

in  the  ceremonial  portion  of  the  Vedas  ( karma - 
kanda),  Vedanta  lays  the  emphasis,  and  justly 

too,  on  the  philosophical  portion  (jnana-kanda) , 
consisting  of  the  Upanisads.  Another  point  of 

difference  between  the  two  systems  is  that 

Vedanta  believes  in  the  Vedas  having  emanated 

from  God,  while  Mimamsa  holds  that  they  are 

eternal  and  do  not  depend  on  any  agent,  either 
for  emanation  or  for  creation. 

Although  Vedanta  has  three  main  phases, 

viz.,  Dualism,  Qualified  Monism  and  Monism, 

represented  by  Madhvacarya,  Ramanujacarya 

and  Sankaracarya  respectively,  it  is  Monism  or 

Advaita  that  is  the  culmination  of  the  philosophy. 

Its  theme,  the  essential  identity  of  the  individual 

self  and  Brahman  and  the  unreality  of  the 

universe,  has  been  ably  dealt  with  in  the  Pari - 

bhdsa,  and  the  ways  to  its  realisation,  viz.,  hear¬ 
ing,  reflection  and  meditation,  by  the  qualified 
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aspirant  have  been  clearly  shown.  Incidentally, 

the  place  of  meditation  and  rites,  as  preparing 

the  ground  for  the  higher  form  of  practice,  has 
been  indicated.  No  difficulty  will  be  experienced 

in  harmonising  these  apparently  conflicting  stand¬ 
points,  if  we  remember  that  the  scriptures  pro¬ 
vide  different  ways  of  approach  to  the  highest 

Truth  according  to  the  temperament  and  capacity 

of  the  aspirant.  Since  the  one  indivisible  Brah¬ 
man  appears ,  through  the  veil  of  maya  or  the 
cosmic  illusion,  as  the  manifold  universe,  the 

whole  phantasm  with  its  attendant  evils  will  dis¬ 
appear  the  moment  a  person  realises  his  identity 

with  Brahman — an  identity  that  has  never  been 
lost,  but  only  forgotten. 

The  popularity  of  the  V edanta-Paribhasa  is 
testified  by  the  number  of  commentaries  written 

on  it  and  printed,  beginning  with  the  Vedanta - 

sikhdmani  by  the  author's  son,  Ramakrsna 
Adhvarin,  which  again  has  got  a  gloss  named  the 

V eddnta-maniprabhd  by  Amaradasa.  Other 
published  commentaries  on  the  book  are  the 

Arthadipika  by  Sivadatta,  the  V  edanta-pari- 

bhdsa-prakdsikd  by  Pedda  Dlksita,  the  Asu- 

bodhini  by  Pandita  Krsnanatha  Nyayapan- 

canana,  the  ,  Paribhasa-prakasikd  by  MM. 
Anantakrsna  Sastri,  as  well  as  one  by  Pandita 

Jlvananda  Vidyasagara,  b.a.  All  these  have 

been  consulted  with  profit  in  preparing  this 
translation. 

The  only  English  rendering  so  far  made  of  the 

book  was  that  by  Principal  Arthur  Venis,  M.A., 
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of  the  Sanskrit  College,  Benares,  which  appeared, 

with  notes,  serially  in  The  Pandit  in  1882-1885, 
but  never  came  out  in  book  form.  Accordingly 

the  present  book  is,  I  think,  imperative,  which 
leaves  little  room  for  considering  the  fitness  of 

its  author.  Advantage  has  been  taken  of  the 

above  edition  as  well  as  of  the  Bengali  version  of 

the  book  by  Sri  Saraccandra  Ghosala,  m.a.,  b.l. 
I  have  also  received  considerable  help  from 

Pandita  Upendracandra  Tarkacharya,  Kavya- 

Vyakarana-Purana-Sankhya-V  edant  a-T  a  r  k  a- 
Saddarsana-tirtha,  of  the  Belur  Math  Cahisfidthi, 
with  whom  I  read  the  book.  I  am  much  in¬ 

debted  to  Mahamahopadhyaya  Yogendranatha 
Tarkatirtha,  Professor  of  Vedanta  and  Mlmamsa, 

Sanskrit  College,  Calcutta,  and  to  Dr.  Satkari 

Mookerjee,  m.a.,  Ph.D.,  Lecturer  in  Sanskrit,  Pali 

and  Philosophy  in  the  University  of  Calcutta,  for 

valuable  help  during  the  revision.  Last  but  not 

least,  my  thanks  are  due  to  Dr.  S.  N.  Dasgupta, 

c.i.e.,  m.a. ,  Ph.D.,  D.Litt.,  King  George  V  Pro¬ 
fessor  of  Mental  and  Moral  Philosophy  in  the 
University  of  Calcutta,  and  lately  Principal, 

Sanskrit  College,  Calcutta,  for  his  learned  Fore¬ 
word  to  the  book. 

The  text  has  been  prepared  by  comparing  the 

above-named  editions.  An  attempt  has  been 
made  to  make  the  translation  faithful,  and  as 

literal  as  practicable.  Notes  have  been  added 

wherever  they  were  deemed  necessary,  with¬ 
out,  however,  making  them  lengthy.  References 

have  been  given  to  most  of  the  quotations.  The 
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Sanskrit  Glossary  and  the  Index  are  other  fea¬ 
tures  that  should  prove  useful.  The  book  in  its 

present  form  will,  it  is  hoped,  popularise  the 

study  of  Vedanta  among  the  English-knowing 
people  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

Madhavananda 

Belur  Math, 

April,  1942. 
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CHAPTER  I 

PERCEPTION 

Introductory 

i.  To  that  Supreme  Self,  the  embodiment  of 

Existence,  Knowledge  and  Bliss  (Absolute),1  by 

the  manifestation  of  the  nescience  ( avidya )2  relat¬ 

ing3  to  which  the  projection4  of  the  (simple) 
elements5  and  things6  made  up  of  these  elements 
takes  place,  I  bow. 

[ 1  These  are  not  qualities  of  the  Supreme  Self,  in 
which  case  they  would  be  transitory,  thereby  making 

the  Self  changeful,  but  the  latter  is  Existence-Knowl¬ 

edge-Bliss  Absolute. 

2  An  inscrutable  entity  without  a  beginning,  to  which 
are  attributed  the  projection,  maintenance  and  dissolu¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  universe.  It  explains  how  the  one 

indivisible  Brahman  is  cognised  as  the  multiple  universe. 

It  is  not  a  mere  absence  of  knowledge,  but  a  positive 

entity.  It  is  not  real,  because  it  ceases  with  the  realisa¬ 

tion  of  one’s  identity  with  Brahman  ;  nor  unreal, 
because  we  perceive  its  effects,  the  subjective  and 

the  objective  universe.  It  is  neither  identical  with 
Brahman  nor  different  from  It. 

3  According  to  Praka£atma-yati,  the  author  of  the 
Pancapddikd-vivarana,  a  gloss  on  Padmapadacarya’s 
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commentary,  Pancapddikd ,  on  Sankara’s  Sdriraka- 
Bhusya  on  the  Brahma-Sutras ,  nescience  is  in  Brahman 

as  well  as  about  Brahman.  But  according  to  Vacas- 
pati  Mi£ra  (9th  century),  the  author  of  the  famous 

commentary  Bhamati  on  the  same  Bhdsya ,  it  is  in  the 

individual  self  ( jlva ),  although  it  is  about  Brahman. 

4  This  includes  maintenance  and  dissolution  as  well. 

5  The  original  or  uncompounded  ( apanclkrta )  forms 
of  the  five  elements — earth,  water,  fire,  air  and  ether — 
are  meant. 

6  In  fact,  the  whole  universe  of  name  and  form.] 

Cf  sWfft  qfqgHgg  qrw  gsq.  \\  R  \\ 

2.  I  salute  that  prince  of  monks,  my 

teacher’s  teacher,  named  Nrsimha,  whose  pupils 
have  routed  dualists,  as  lions  do  elephants. 

3,  I  salute  the  world-teacher  named  Srfmat 

Venkatanatha,1  resident  of  Velangudi,2  who  was 

an  expounder  of  all3  systems  of  philosophy. 

[xThis  was  his  own  teacher. 

2  Probably  the  cultured  village  called  Vilangudi 
lying  to  the  south  of  the  Cauvery  and  east  of  Kumba- 
konam. 

3  Not  Vedanta  alone.] 

Sjsr  fsrerwoft  1 

fgrapnsrtan  11  a  11 
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4.  He  who  has  written  a  commentary  on  the 

Cintdmani,1  called  Tarkacudamani,  in  which  he has  smashed  ten  commentaries,  and  which  has 

been  appreciated  by  scholars — 

l1  Tattv a- cintdmani  by  Garige£a  Upadhyaya,  the 
founder  of  the  new  school  of  Hindu  logic.] 

qyfcwqT  q^qr%>T  s’Jtm  am  11  Ml 

5.  Who  has  also  written  an  illuminating 

commentary1  

for  the  students  
on  

SaSadhara,2 * 

and  has  besides  expounded  the  Pancapddika? 

by  construing  its  words4 — 

f1  Called  Nyayaratna. 
2  Author  of  the  Nyaya-siddhdnta-dlpa. 
3  See  note  3  on  verse  1.  Padmapada  was  a  favour¬ 

ite  disciple  of  Sankara. 

4  This  verse  does  not  occur  in  many  of  the  printed 
editions.] 

qfcmqi  fenm*  n  §  11 

6.  That  Dharmaraja  Adhvarindra1  is  com¬ 
posing  this  Paribhasa2  based  on  Vedantic  teach¬ 
ings,  for  the  enlightenment  of  backward  students. 

I1  Literally,  ‘  Prince  of  adepts  in  performing  sacri¬ fices/ 

2  The  word  generally  means  terminology.  Here, 
however,  it  means  a  lucid  exposition  of  the  accepted 
principles  of  the  philosophy.] 
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Liberation  the  Supreme  End  of  Life 

H  ̂   ifr^r 

ftcrerrewrei:,  fcfcff  sRmf  sicq^nr, 

55ta>:  ^^igsr  jn^fecft  star: 

^  3iPic<4Hw*i«i«i  i  *r  ̂  

agKiMifofa  a§r  d^iiw  ?rciwnir^  i 

Among  the  four  kinds  of  human  ends  in  this 

world,  called  righteousness  ( dharma )/  wealth, 

objects  of  desire  and  liberation,  it  is  liberation 

that  is  the  supreme  human  end,  for  that  alone  is 
known  to  be  eternal  from  such  Sruti  texts  as, 

“  (And)  he  (the  qualified  aspirant)  does  not 
return2"  ( Cha .  VIII.  xv.  i,  adapted),  while  the 
other  three  are  known  to  be  transitory  by 

perception  or3  from  such  Sruti  texts  as,  “  Now,  as 

in  this  world  the  comforts  gained  through  one's 
labours  are  exhausted,  exactly  so  in  the  other 

world  the  comforts  achieved  through  one's  good 

deeds  are  exhausted"  (Cha.  VIII.  i.  6).  And 
that  liberation  comes  through  the  knowledge  of 

Brahman.  Hence  Brahman,  the  knowledge  of 

It,  and  the  means  ( pramdna )  of  that  knowledge 
are  being  described  in  detail. 

[x  Strictly  speaking,  its  results,  viz.,  heaven  and  so 
forth. 

2  To  this  earth,  to  take  up  a  fresh  body. 
3  As  the  case  may  be.  Righteousness,  being  im¬ 

perceptible,  is  known  only  through  the  scriptures.] 
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Valid  Knowledge  and  its  Means 

era  iwwrcqr  swi^m  i 51* 

^ffe^lTOT- ?TJig  3**rfc*T*lf***3>*T*c3qt  |  sft^TCTrf*  35T35- 

i^Ri-ciyic^m  *  5i*ia*rf*;  l  fag 

{^■6,1*^  *1  *T*f^^*j  ̂ 3  *1*5' 

sregTftqt  cu<g^*ei«f»ro»5r’^qiififi^*»  *  3  *1*1, 

1%:  ̂ f*Ctfaf^J5qfa«T*f5r  ^*rftc*iwpcR*T3  5 

cwr*  dcfffd^i^d^a^^ti  *5i^*iswfqr  51*  5*53- 

snssnfa&fifa  1 

Now  the  word  ‘  means  1  stands  here  for  the 

instrument1  of  valid  knowledge  {pramd),2  Here,3 
if  recollection  is  excluded  from  it,  then  valid 

knowledge  would  mean  that  knowledge  which 

has  for  its  object  something  that  is  not  already 

known  and  is  uncontradicted4;  while  if  recollec¬ 
tion  is  included  in  it,  it  would  mean  that  knowl¬ 
edge  which  has  for  its  object  something  that  is 

uncontradicted.  Since  time,  although  it  is  colour¬ 
less,  is  admitted  to  be  cognised  through  the 

organs,5  even  a  continuous  cognition6  has  for  its 
object  particular  moments  that  are  not  the  objects 

of  the  preceding  cognition;  hence  the  definition 

does  not  fail  to  apply  there.  Moreover,7  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  tenets  of  Vedanta,  in  the  case  of  a 

continuous  cognition  there  is  no  break  in  knowl- 
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edge,  but  so  long  as  there  is  the  cognition  of  a 

jar,  the  mental  state8  that  assumes  the  form  of 
the  jar  is  just  one,  and  not  multiple,  for  a  mental 
state  is  admitted  to  last  till  another  state  opposed 

to  it  has  arisen.  Hence,  in  this  case,  the  knowl¬ 

edge  of  the  jar  etc.,  which  is  but  Pure  Conscious¬ 

ness9  reflected  in  the  mental  state  in  question, 
also  being  just  one  throughout  that  time,  there  is 

not  the  least  suspicion  about  the  definition  being 
too  narrow. 

I1  A  thing  is  produced  by  a  number  of  causes.  Only 
the  extraordinary  cause  is  called  the  instrument 

( karana ). 

2  As  opposed  to  illusion  or  error,  as  when  we  mistake 
a  rope  for  a  snake. 

3  Opinion  is  divided  as  to  whether  recollection,  say 
of  a  jar  that  has  been  seen  on  the  previous  day,  is  valid 

knowledge  or  not.  Two  definitions  are  being  given  to 

suit  these  differing  views. 

4  By  an  experience  of  a  diametrically  opposite 
nature. 

5  When  we  say,  “The  jar  exists  now/'  we  not  only 
see  the  jar  but  also  the  present  moment.  Here  time  is 

cognised  by  the  eye. 

6  For  example,  when  we  see  a  jar  for  some  length 
of  time.  In  each  successive  moment  we  see  the  same 

jar  no  doubt,  but  the  cognition  in  each  case  is  different, 
because  it  also  takes  note  of  the  particular  moment  in 

which  it  takes  place  and  which  belongs  to  no  preceding 

cognition.  Hence  the  object  not  being  already  known, 

the  definition  is  quite  applicable. 

7  The  objection  is  being  answered  in  another  way. 

8  This  will  be  dealt  with  on  p.  16. 
9 The  unconditioned  Brahman,  free  from  attributes.] 
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SI3  f&gret  grfadcdm  SFJSI  <ra- 

«jr  smr  ?  swt  1  agrar^i^nnspcrt  fs  sraHffcrf 

«rn*:,  “®rsr  c?fpi  ̂ 4*u<rftePi^  ag  ifc*r  *> 

cfd'  i  *r  g  gfcn^raf  srep,  “*rsr  f| 

«qr&  cf%TT  15^”  *T%  gfc  I  cHCIFaf 

‘sranfsia’-q^r  ̂ ic^mwqifirar#  %fa 
5T 

^m—
 

^gicmrepft  qgg  gunner  qjfsq^r:  1 

%fa  I  ‘3»r  SITcJTRSPITg’ — I 

Objection:  According  to  the  tenets  of 

Vedanta,  a  jar  etc.  are  contradicted  as  being 

unreal.1  So  how  can  the  knowledge  of  it  be 
valid  knowledge  ? 

Reply :  The  answer  is  this.  It  is  only  after 

the  realisation  of  Brahman  that  a  jar  etc.  are 

contradicted,  for  the  Sruti  says,  ‘‘But  when  to 
the  knower  of  Brahman  everything  has  become 

the  Self,  then  what  should  one  see  and  through 

what  ?  ”  (Br.  IV.  v.  15) ;  but  they  are  not  contra¬ 
dicted  in  the  transmigratory  state,2  for  the  Sruti 

says,  “Because  when  there  is  duality,  as  it  were, 
then  one  sees  something,”  (Ibid.)  Hence  the 
word  ‘  uncontradicted  ’  means  *  not  contradicted 

during  the  transmigratory  state,’  and  therefore 
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the  definition  is  not  too  narrow  to  include  the 

valid  knowledge  of  a  jar  etc.  So  it  has  been 

said,  “Just  as  the  notion  of  one’s  identity3  with 
the  body  is  assumed  to  be  valid  knowledge, 

exactly  so  is  this  ordinary  knowledge — till  the 

self  is  truly  known.”  The  last  clause  means, 
“Till  Brahman  is  realised.”  By  ‘ordinary 

knowledge '  is  meant  the  knowledge  of  a  jar  etc. 

[l  Brahman  alone  being  real. 
2  The  state  of  relative  existence,  when  one  thinks 

oneself  to  be  different  from  Brahman  and  passes  from 

one  body  to  another,  being  subject  to  birth  and  death. 

3 As  when  one  says,  ‘‘I  am  stout,”  or  “I  have 

come  here.”] 

Perception  as  a  Means  of  Knowledge  : 

the  Mental  State 

crrfsT  3r  smpnTfsr 

an”  *f?r  i 
faeapfr  i 

Those  means  of  knowledge  are  six  in  number, 

their  divisions  being  perception,  inference,  com¬ 
parison,  verbal  testimony,  presumption  and 

non-apprehension.1  Of  these,  the  means  known 
as  perception  refers  to  the  instrument  of  valid 

perceptual  knowledge,  which  knowledge,  accord¬ 

ing  to  Vedanta,  is  nothing  but  Pure2  Conscious- 
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ness,  for  the  Sruti  says,  '"The  Brahman  that  is 
immediate3  and  direct40  (Br.  III.  iv.  i).  '  Aparo- 

ksat'  (direct)  in  this  text  stands  for  ‘  aparoksam.’ 

[x  All  these  will  be  taken  up  in  their  proper  places. 

2  For  the  sake  of  convenience,  this  epithet  will  hence¬ 
forth  be  dropped,  the  word  '  Consciousness '  in  this 
connection  beginning  with  a  capital. 

3  Not  obstructed  from  the  seer  or  subject  by  any¬ 
thing. 

4  Not  used  in  a  secondary  sense.] 

5J3  cTrt  ̂  

qHc3>rarr:  i  fetter,  gwc^t- 

Objection:  Is  not  Consciousness  without  a 

beginning?  So  how  can  the  eye  etc.,  as  instru¬ 

ments  of  that,  be  the  means  of  knowledge1  ? 
Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  Although  Con¬ 

sciousness  is  without  a  beginning,  yet  that  mental 

state  which  reveals  it  arises  through  the  contact 

of  the  organs,  etc.  Hence  Consciousness  quali¬ 

fied2  by  the  mental  state  is  spoken  of  as  having  a 
beginning.  And  as  the  mental  state  limits  the 

(resulting)  knowledge,  it  is  figuratively3  desig¬ 
nated  as  knowledge.  So  it  has  been  said  in  the 

Vivarana,  “  On  account  of  the  mental  state  being 

figuratively  spoken  of  as  knowledge.04 
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[x  The  contention  is  that  knowledge  should  not  need 
any  instrument. 

2  That  is,  reflected  in  it ;  not  Pure  or  Absolute  Con¬ 
sciousness  as  It  is,  for  It  is  identical  with  Brahman. 

Of  course,  according  to  the  Advaita  school  of  Vedanta, 

any  such  qualification  or  limitation  is  but  apparent. 

3  Because,  being  insentient,  it  cannot  properly  be 
called  knowledge. 

4  An  adaptation  of  line  17,  p.  41,  Vizianagram 
Sanskrit  Series,  to  which  edition  the  subsequent  refer¬ 
ences  to  the  Vivarana  will  also  refer.  See  note  3 

on  p.  1.] 

*13  fRr. 

tow;?  *c«wi  *r  awfwtroqf  snf^- 

1  “ciwsfts^sra” 

i  ffwrerwFT  ^  “tow 

fettcW  m  *R  ^fyr- 

|  SR  TOW^rfq  wfUTORW  1 

Objection :  The  mind  being  devoid  of  parts, 
how  can  there  be  a  mental  state,  which  is  a 
modification  ? 

Reply:  In  this  way:  In  the  first  place,  the 
mind  is  not  devoid  of  parts,  for,  being  a  substance 

with  a  beginning,  it  must  have  parts.  And  that 

it  has  a  beginning  is  proved  by  such  Sruti  texts 

as,  “It  projected  the  mind”  ( Br  I.  ii.  i,  adapted). 
That  the  knowledge  which  is  a  mental  state  is  an 

attribute  of  the  mind  is  borne  out  by  the  Sruti 
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text,  “  Desire, -deliberation,  doubt,  faith,  want  of 
faith,  steadiness,  unsteadiness,  shame,  intelli¬ 

gence  and  fear — all  these  are  but  the  mind  ”  (Br. 

I.  v.  3) ;  for  the  word  '  intelligence  ’  refers  to  the 
knowledge  that  is  a  mental  state.  For  this  very 
reason  desire  etc.  are  also  attributes  of  the  mind. 

srrsnfo,”  “3^  feSrfa,” 

*TT5*h:  qrogqMgfr  ?  3^  |  ^vjcgr- 

^c^rs5PT^%at^rewTr«rT^rig  *rar  “snft 
sqsrsrc:,  ct«jt 

y^yrtVTTT^lrl.  g#”  “3tf  f  S[c*irf^- 
aresrc:  1 

Objection:  If  desire  etc.  be  attributes  of  the 

mind,  how  can  experiences  such  as  “I  wish/" 
“I  know,"  "I  fear,"  which  apprehend  them  as 
attributes  of  the  self,  be  explained  ? 

Reply:  Just  as  a  lump  of  iron  has  not  the 

property  of  burning,  yet,  on  account  of  the  false 
identification  with  fire,  which  is  the  substratum 

of  the  burning  property,  we  use  the  expression, 

"The  iron  bums,"  similarly  the  use  of  expres¬ 

sions  such  as,  "I  am  happy,"  "I  am  miser¬ 

able,"  is  due  to  the  false  identification1  (of  the 
self)  with  the  mind,  which  is  modified  in  the  form 

of  happiness  etc. 

I1  Produced  by  nescience.] 
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sig  qtf  sic^- 

feqq?tfa  ?  1  sr  eng^:*^fa%jfacTO 

snuffer  1  “nsr^gTsftf^rfir”  ww%*farre5r«f 

q*nqrfafo  %ci,  st,  srf^ffj^rrfq  qsrsr 

forcr,  “gRTHtswsgm  ?ff  *r$rrfer”  *eqq  sufepsrcr- 

q^HSg«PTt  S^fa5TT5fq  qaqtsfr,  “^TSJWWIT- 

wrer  *  ̂ yraqaacq^qwi 

w^srrfq  ws^st  ̂ OT#srrq:  5  itt  gpqfi 

swwtst  qt  ust:  ”  fcqrftfa?qT  rRHtsfsffe[qcqiq- 

*IflW  I 

Sf  STSf^sfqfe[qc|[  ̂ TlifocqgreT  STTSTR# 

«r  *qrrf,  f^qriTHicqrf^  qnsqq;  1  qft^qsRic^sr 

m*m  ^T^rrqqr,  srgfjjcqi^dq  qsftasqaqT  sn^nqr- 
q%,  taarcgTsreq  tfstfeprawreq  grrgrnqwrqqter  i 

Objection:  The  mind,  being  an  organ,  is 

imperceptible.  So  how  can  it  be  an  object  of 

perception  ? 
Reply :  The  answer  is  that  in  the  first  place 

there  is  nothing  to  prove  that  the  mind  is  an 

organ. 

Objection:  The  statement  of  the  Bhagavad- 

Gita,  “(The  jtva  draws)  the  organs,  with  the 
mind  as  the  sixth"  (XV.  7),  is  a  proof. 
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Reply :  No,'  for  there  is  nothing  contradictory 
in  making  up  the  number  six  by  the  mind, 
although  it  is  not  an  organ.  There  is  no  hard 

and  fast  rule  that  the  making  up  of  a  number 

relating  to  the  organs  must  be  done  by  an  organ 

alone;  for  in  the  passage,  "They,  with  the  sacri- 
ficer  as  the  fifth  one,  eat  the  ida,”1  we  find  that 
the  number  five  relating  to  the  priests  is  made  up 

by  the  sacrificer,  who  is  not  a  priest,  and  in  the 

passage,  "  He  taught  the  Vedas,  with  the 
Mahabharata  as  the  fifth’’  ( Mbh .  I.  lxiv.  131, 
XII.  cccil.  20),  the  number  five  is  made  up  by 
the  Mahabharata,  which  is  not  a  Veda.  And 

that  the  mind  is  not  an  organ  is  evident  from 

such  Sruti  texts  as,  "  Higher  than  the  organs  are 

the  objects;  higher  than  the  objects  is  the  mind” 
(. Ka .  III.  10). 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  the  mind  thus  be 

not  an  organ,  the  perception  of  happiness  etc. 

will  not  be  immediate2  ( saksat );  because  the 
immediacy  of  knowledge  does  not  lie  in  its  being 

due  to  an  organ;  for  in  that  case  inference  etc.2 
also,  being  due  to  the  mind,4  would  be  imme¬ 

diate,5  and  God’s  knowledge,  which  is  not  due  to 

any  organ,  would  not  be  immediate.6 

[4  A  special  portion  of  the  sacrificial  offerings,  which 
at  a  certain  stage  of  the  sacrifice  used  to  be  eaten  by 

the  priests  and  the  person  performing  the  sacrifice. 

The  deity  connected  with  it  was  also  named  Ida,  and  is 

identified  with  the  goddess  of  speech. 

2  But  would  require  some  organ  as  medium. 
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3  That  is,  inference,  comparison  and  verbal  testi¬ 
mony. 

4  Which,  according  to  the  logicians,  is  an  organ. 
5  And  hence  would  be  classed  as  perception. 
6  So  that  God  will  never  have  any  perceptual 

knowledge.] 

The  Criterion  of  the  Perception  of 

Cognition:  Three  Kinds  of  Consciousness 

rewpiwftawf  for  snsr- 
5pff3R7  f^T  ? 

sura  swiui^d-w  aws  I 

i  ere  #crt  f^r- 

#op*  smmtcrsm, 

Objection:  What,  then,  is  the  criterion1 
(prayojaka)  of  perception  according  to  the  tenets 
of  Vedanta  ? 

Reply:  Do  you  inquire  about  the  criterion 

of  the  perception  of  knowledge  or  of  objects2? 
If  it  be  the  former,  we  say  it  is  the  unity  of  the 
Consciousness  reflected  in  the  means  of  knowl¬ 

edge  with  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  object. 

To  be  explicit:  Consciousness  is  threefold — as 
associated  with  the  object  ( visaya ),  with  the 

means  of  knowledge  (pramana)  and  with  the 
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subject  or  kno'wer  ( pramatr ).  Of  these,  Con¬ 
sciousness  limited  by  a  jar  etc.  is  the  Conscious¬ 
ness  associated  with  the  object;  that  limited  by 
the  mental  state  is  the  Consciousness  associated 

with  the  means  of  knowledge;  and  that  limited 

by  the  mind  is  the  Consciousness  associated  with 
the  subject. 

[/The  condition  or  circumstances  under  which  the 

term  may  be  used. 

2  When  we  say,  “This  jar/’  or  “I  am  happy/* 
these  are  instances  of  the  perception  of  knowledge  as 

well  as  of  objects.  Of  course  their  criteria  are  different. 

That  of  the  perception  of  objects  will  be  dealt  with  on 

p.  27.] 

era  mi  feerfipTcs  ssmctwi  frqmn 

sifinra  sa&sr 

«K^*rfqr  *rrar 

1  ̂   *ra  qRumft  gftr- 

1  g  sr  gfsir%- 

frwiwii  mrz  “sra 

wira^rrarg  STf^rarafesr  fq^nr- 

srarewg  1  aw  sr 

*wraf^wran^(T%?i%  1  erara  “ami  SFi:”  srfw 
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Now,  as  the  water  of  a  tank,  issuing  through 
a  hole,  enters  in  the  form  of  a  channel  a  number 

of  fields,  and  just  like  them  assumes  a  rect¬ 

angular  or  any  other  shape,  so  also  the  luminous1 
mind,  issuing2  through  the  medium  of  the  eye 
etc.,  goes  to  the  space  occupied  by  objects  such 
as  a  jar,,  and  is  modified  into  the  form  of  a  jar 

or  any  other  object.  That  very  modification  is 

called  a  state  ( vrtti ).  But  in  the  case  of  inference3 
etc.  the  mind  does  not  go  to  the  space  occupied 

by  fire  etc.,  for  the  latter  are  not  in  contact 

with  the  eye  etc.  Thus  in  cases  of  perception 

such  as,  “This  jar,"  the  jar  etc.  and  the  mental 
state  in  the  form  of  those  combine  in  the  same 

space  outside  the  body,  and  hence  the  Conscious¬ 
ness  limited  by  both  is  one  and  the  same ;  for  the 

mental  state  and  objects  such  as  a  jar,  although 

(usually)  they  are  dividing  factors,  do  not  (here) 

produce  any  difference,  since  they  occupy  the 
same  space.  For  this  very  reason  the  ether 

limited  by  a  jar  that  is  within  a  monastery  is  not 

different  from  the  ether  limited  by  the  mon¬ 

astery.4  Similarly,  in  the  case  of  the  perception 

of  a  jar  as,  “  This  jar,”  the  mental  state  with  the 
form  of  the  jar  being  in  contact  with  it,  the  Con- 
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sciousness  limifed  by  that  mental  state  is  not 
different  from  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the 

jar,  and  hence  the  knowledge  of  the  jar  there5 
is  a  perception  so  far  as  the  jar  is  concerned.8 
Again,7  since  the  Consciousness  limited  by  happi¬ 
ness  etc.  and  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the 

mental  state  relating  to  them  are  invariably 

limited  by  the  two  limiting  adjuncts8  that  occupy 

the  same  space,9  the  knowledge,  “  I  am  happy,” 
is  invariably  a  perception.10 % 

[^Transparent,  light  and  mobile,  like  the  sun's  rays. 
This  explains  its  power  to  reach  and  reveal  objects. 

2  That  is,  following  the  course  of  the  eye  or  any  other 
organ.  When  it  goes  out  and  touches  the  object,  the 

mind  also  goes  out  with  it,  and  when  it  makes  the 

contact  from  within  the  body,  the  mind  also  does  that. 

This  contact  is  essential  to  the  perception  of  external 

objects  only,  happiness  etc.  being  directly  perceived  by 

the  mind.  The  simile  is  not  brought  out  in  complete 
detail.  For  instance,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  form 

— corresponding  to  the  channel — in  which  the  mind 
reaches  the  object. 

3  When,  for  instance,  we  infer  the  presence  of  fire  in 
a  distant  hill  by  seeing  smoke  in  it. 

4  The  entity  is  one  and  the  same  ;  only  the  limiting 
adjuncts  ( upadhis )  vary.  The  ether  (akd£a)  is  the 

subtlest  of  the  elements  and  pervades  everything.  It  is 
one  and  indivisible. 

6  In  the  case  cited. 

6  But  not  in  respect  of  the  qualities  or  actions  in  the 
jar.  For  the  perception  of  these,  the  mental  state 

should  be  of  that  particular  form. 

7  In  the  perception  of  internal  objects. 
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8  Viz.,  happiness  etc.  and  the  mental  state  in  the 
form  of  those. 

9  Viz.,  the  mind. 
10  In  respect  of  the  happiness  only.] 

Objections  to  the  Definition  of  Subjective 
Perception  Answered 

srs- 

cPTT  5 

f <?ain«rc# 

Objection :  In  that  case  the  recollection  of 

the  happiness  etc.  abiding  in  oneself  would  also 

be  a  perception  so  far  as  the  happiness  etc.1  are 
concerned. 

Reply:  No,  for  there  the  happiness  that  is 

being  recollected  being  a  past  event,  and  the 
mental  state  in  the  form  of  recollection  being 

a  present  event,  the  two  limiting  adjuncts2  in  the 
mind  belong  to  different  times,  and  hence  the  two 

Consciousnesses  limited  by  them  are  different; 

for  the  criterion  of  the  unity  of  substratum  is  that 

the  two  limiting  adjuncts  must  occupy  the  same 
space  at  the  same  time.  If,  however,  the 
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criterion  of  that  unity  be  occupation  of  the  same 

space  alone,  then  in  order  to  prevent  (the  defini¬ 
tion  of  perception)  from  unduly  extending  to  a 

recollection3  such  as,  “I  was  happy  before,"  the 

object  must  be  qualified  by  the  idea  of  presence.4 
[^Though  not  in  respect  of  the  time,  place,  etc., 

related  to  them. 

2  Viz.,  the  happiness  that  is  being  recollected  and 
the  mental  state  in  the  form  of  the  recollection. 

3  Which  is  not  a  perception. 

4  That  is,  the  concluding  portion  of  the  definition 
given  in  the  last  paragraph  of  p.  14  should  read: 

“Limited  by  the  object,  which  must  be  present/'] 

qqr  grrggir^i^^RT^qidsqi  fa: ,  srafa- 

qt*q?q*qrfq  f^qfqdqqrermt  1 

HVLmN  m«Rqt»q  Tw^qlPqwcqq  qiaqyqi^jq: 

'qq  ?Rorq;  i  spqqr  ̂ rqretgancsra&qr- 

Objection:  Even  then,  when  the  present 

righteousness  and  unrighteousness  relating  to 

oneself  are  known  through  verbal  testimony1  and 

so  forth,2  the  definition  unduly  extends3  to  such 
verbal  comprehension  etc.,  because  there  the 

Consciousness  limited  by  righteousness  and  un¬ 
righteousness  and  the  Consciousness  limited  by 

the  mental  state  in  the  form  of  those  are  one.4 
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Reply:  No,  for  capability  of  perception 
also  must  form  a  qualifying  attribute  of  the 

object.  That  in  spite  of  their  being  equally 

attributes  of  the  mind,  some  are  capable  of  being 

perceived  while  others  are  not,  can  be  explained 

only  by  a  reference  to  the  inherent  nature  of 
things,  which  we  must  assume  on  the  basis  of  the 

actual  result.5  Otherwise,  even  in  the  Nyaya 
system,  righteousness  and  unrighteousness  would 

inevitably  be  matters  of  perception  like  happiness 

etc.,  because  they  are  equally  attributes  of  the 

self.6 

I1  By  somebody  saying,  “You  are  righteous/*  or 
“You  are  unrighteous/* 

2 Refers  to  inference  such  as,  “I  possess  righteous¬ 
ness  and  unrighteousness,  for  I  experience  happiness 

and  misery/* 
3  For  the  conditions  of  perception  are  satisfied  here, 

though  it  is  not  a  case  of  perception. 

4  For  these  two  limiting  adjuncts  occupy  the  same 
space,  viz.,  mind,  at  the  same  time. 

5 To  make  the  effect,  viz.,  perception,  possible. 

6  So  the  logician  should  not  raise  this  objection.] 

ST  “c#  guft” 

stc^rti  Frrf^r 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  even  then,  while 

happiness  is  present,- the  knowledge  arising  from 

sentences  such  as,  "You  are  happy,”  would  be 
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a  perception;  for  we  accept  this  view,  inasmuch 

as  in  sentences  like,  “You  are  the  tenth  man/'1 
of  which  the  objects  are  in  contact  (with  the 

organ2) ,  we  admit  immediate  or  perceptual 
knowledge  even  from  verbal  testimony. 

I1  Ten  rustics  swam  across  a  stream,  and  one  of  them 
counted  their  number  to  see  if  all  had  crossed.  To 

their  dismay,  one  was  found  missing.  Then  everyone 

took  his  turn  at  counting,  but  the  result  was  the  same. 

So  they  began  to  lament,  when  a  kind  passer-by  in¬ 
quired  what  it  was  all  about.  On  being  told  what  had 

happened,  he  readily  understood  the  situation,  and 

asked  one  of  them  to  count  again.  When  the  man 

stopped  at  nine,  the  new-comer  said  to  him,  "You  are 

the  tenth  man."  This  he  repeated  with  the  rest  of 
them.  Then  they  saw  their  mistake  and  went  away 

happy.  Everyone  had  left  himself  out  in  the  counting ! 

2  This  is  with  regard  to  external  objects.  In  the 
case  of  internal  objects,  the  contact  is  with  the  mind.] 

“qflragfoftfir”  1  g  “q&r- 
1 

Therefore  knowledge  such  as,  "The  hill  has 
fire,"  is  also  mediate1  so  far  as  the  fire  is  con¬ 

cerned,  and  immediate2  in  respect  of  the  hill; 
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for  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  hill  etc.  is 

not  different  from  that  limited  by  the  state  of  the 

mind  that  has  gone  out,  but  in  respect  of  the 

fire,  since  the  mind  does  not  go  out  to  form  a 

state,  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  fire  and 

the  Consciousness3  associated  with  the  means  of 
knowledge  are  different  from  each  other.  Thus 

the  experience4  takes  the  form,  “I  see  the  hill," 

and  "I  infer  the  fire."  But  in  the  system  of 
logic5  the  self-reflective  cognition  ( anuvyavasaya )6 

would  be  of  the  form,  "I  infer  the  hill."7 
[^That  is,  not  a  perception. 

2  That  is,  a  perception. 
3  Or  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mental  state. 
4  It  is  a  composite  experience,  partly  perceptual  and 

partly  inferential. 

5  Which  does  not  admit  this  twofold  character  of  the 
cognition. 

6  Perception  of  a  cognition — linking  it  to  the  self, 
represented  by  the  ego.  The  cognition,  “This  jar,”  is 

a  perception,  while  the  perception,  “I  know  the  jar,” 
is  a  self-reflective  cognition.  Similarly  with  inference. 

7  Instead  of,  “I  infer  Are  in  the  hill.”  The  hill  is 
perceived,  not  inferred.] 

In  an  inferential  knowledge,  however,  in 

'which  the  subject1  is  not  in  contact  with  the 

organ,2  the  knowledge  is  wholly  mediate.  Knowl- 
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edge3  such  as,  "A  fragrant  piece  of  sandal,”  is 
also  immediate  in  respect  of  the  piece  of  sandal,4 
and  mediate  in  respect  of  the  fragrance,  because 

the  latter  being  incapable  of  apprehension  by  the 

eye,5  the  definition,  mentioned  before,6  based  on 
capability  of  being  perceived  cannot  apply  here. 

[l  Paksa\  that  in  or  about  which  something  is 
inferred. 

2 For  example,  in  the  inference,  '‘An  atom  of  earth 

has  smell,  because  it  is  earth,  as  is  the  case  with  a  jar.” 
Here  the  atom,  being  an  imperceptible  substance,  can 

never  come  in  contact  with  the  eye  or  skin,  which  are 

the  only  two  organs  that  can  perceive  substances. 

Therefore  the  knowledge  is  not  perceptual,  but  infer¬ 
ential,  both  in  respect  of  the  thing  to  be  inferred,  viz., 

smell,  and  of  the  subject,  viz.,  the  atom. 

3  Ocular  knowledge  is  meant,  as  when  on  seeing  a 
piece  of  sandal  from  a  distance  we  make  the  statement. 

4  Because  it  is  actually  in  contact  with  the  eye. 
5  Because  smell  is  an  object  of  the  nose,  which  owing 

to  the  distance  is  not  in  contact  with  the  fragrance. 

Even  if  it  were  in  contact,  it  would  have  produced  a 

separate  cognition  of  the  fragrance  only. 

6  See  p.  20.] 

stifac#  *r  1  snfacftarfacsi- 

qfornsrrcr: 

If  JTRR, 
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fsftspfanu 
It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  we  thus  admit  both 

mediacy  and  immediacy  in  the  same  knowledge, 

they  would  not  be  generic  attributes  ( jati )1;  for 
we  accept  this  objection,  because  technical  terms 

regarding  something  being  a  generic  attribute  or 

a  characteristic  other  than  that  ( upadhi )  are  un¬ 
supported  by  any  means  of  knowledge,  and  as 
such  are  unauthorised.  Perceptions  such  as, 

'This  jar/  are  a  proof  of  the  existence  of  the 

attribute  ‘  jarhood/  but  not  of  its  being  a  generic 
attribute  as  well ;  for  since  the  thing  to  be  estab¬ 

lished,  viz.,  generic  attribute,  is  something  ficti¬ 
tious,  the  inference  that  establishes  it  also  has  no 

room.  Moreover,  since  inherence  (samavaya)2 
is  unfounded,  and  the  whole  universe,  which  is 

other  than  Brahman,  is  transitory,  the  definition 

of  a  generic  attribute,  which  is  based  on  its  being 

eternal  and  inherent  in  many  things,  cannot  apply 

to  jarhood  etc.  Exactly  in  a  similar  way,  the 

fact  of  being  a  characteristic  other  than  a  generic 

attribute  may  (also)  be  refuted. 

[l  A  generic  attribute  {jati)  is  a  distinct  category  in 

the  Nyaya  philosophy,  and  is  defined  as  “that  which 

is  eternal  and  inherent  in  many  things/'  for  example, 
jarhood  ( ghatatva ).  It  is  present  in  all  jars,  and  would 

persist  as  an  entity  even  if  all  jars  were  gone.  That  is, 

it  is  eternal.  Vedanta  denies  such  generic  attributes. 

According  to  it,  jarhood  is  the  sum  total  of  the 
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characteristics  of  a  jar,  which  distinguishes  it  from 

other  things.  It  is  not  eternal.  Now,  according  to  the 

old  school  of  Nyaya,  cross  division  ( sankara )  is  one  of 
the  impediments  to  a  generic  attribute.  It  consists  in 

two  things  being  mutually  exclusive  and  also  co¬ 
existent.  For  example,  materiality  ( bhutatva )  and 

limitedness  ( miirtatva )  thwart  each  other’s  being  a 
generic  attribute,  for  materiality  is  in  earth,  water, 
fire,  air  and  ether,  while  limitedness  is  in  the  first  four 

and  mind.  Hence  if  mediacy  and  immediacy,  which 

exclude  each  other,  co-exist  in  knowledge,  they  lead  to 
a  cross  division,  and  therefore  they  cannot  be  generic 
attributes.  This  is  the  contention.  The  Vedantin 

replies  that  it  is  a  welcome  objection,  because  he  does 

not  admit  such  generic  attributes.  Examples  of 

characteristics  other  than  generic  attributes  are:  the 

state  of  being  a  blue  jar  ( riilaghatatva )  and  etherhood 

(akatatva).  These  also,  according  to  the  Vedantist, 

should  not  be  put  in  a  separate  class.  They  are  just 
attributes. 

2  According  to  Nyaya,  inherence  is  eternal  relation. 
It  is  the  relation  between  the  whole  and  parts,  generic 

attributes  and  individuals,  qualities  or  actions  and  the 

substances  possessing  them,  and  ultimate  difference 

(viiesa)  and  the  eternal  substances.  Vedanta  denies 

inherence  and  substitutes  identity  ( tdddtmya )  for  it.] 

“#=rt  grf|w<’  si  33#  r:- 
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In  sentences  like,  “The  hill  has  fire,”  since 
the  mental  states  are  admitted  to  be  different  in 

respect  of  the  hill  and  the  fire,  their  distinguishing 

characteristics  ( avacchedaka )  also  are  different, 

and  hence  there  is  no  contradiction  in  mediacy 

and  immediacy  being  together  in  the  same  Con¬ 

sciousness.  So1  knowledge  that  is  limited  by 
mental  states  in  the  form  of  particular  objects, 

is  a  perception  in  respect  of  such  knowledge, 
when  it  is  not  different  from  the  Consciousness 

limited  by  objects  that  are  present  and  are 

capable  of  being  apprehended  by  particular 

organs. 

[J  Here  a  comprehensive  statement  about  the 
criterion  of  the  perception  of  knowledge  is  given,  sum¬ 
ming  up  the  points  discussed  in  the  preceding  pages.] 

The  Perception  of  Objects  :  its 
Definition  Vindicated 

jrar5rf*ra?5rn  i  sig  qte 

forte  rfoft  %!*,  i  srm 

rtera  srcfo:  frteiawt- 

ST£raN8Md<MI  JWRJ- 
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sriT%mT,  *n^rf?r  f^rsf  1 

c^?r:««TiT^i  ^snf^ftniwroTlsr 

^<4fes«^aw<^  ggr^creiwrererepir  ^uiR- 
^mr  nm^micfr  fosr  *£r  snfcanfa:  1 

The  perception  of  objects1  such  as  a  jar,  how¬ 
ever,  consists  in  their  not  being  different  from  the 

(Consciousness  associated  with  the)  subject. 

Objection:  How  can  a  jar  etc.  be  one  with 

the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mind,  since  it 
contradicts  our  experience  of  difference,  as  when 

we  say,  “  I  see  this  ”  ? 
Reply :  The  answer  is  this.  The  absence  of 

difference  from  the  subject  does  not  indeed  mean 

identity,  but  not  having  an  existence  apart  from 

that  of  the  subject.  To  be  explicit,  since  a  jar 

etc.  are  superimposed  on  the  Consciousness 

limited  by  them,  their  existence  is  but  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  the  Consciousness  associated  with  the 

object,  for  the  existence  of  what  is  superimposed 

is  not  admitted  to  be  something  over  and  above 
that  of  its  substratum.  And  since  the  Conscious¬ 

ness  associated  with  the  object  is,  in  the  manner 

described  above,2  but  the  Consciousness  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  subject,  the  latter  Consciousness 

alone  is  the  substratum  of  a  jar  etc.,  and  hence 

their  existence  is  but3  that  of  the  subject,  and 

not  something  else.  So  the  immediacy4  of  a  jar 
etc.  (in  knowledge)  is  proved.  But  in  cases  of 

inference  etc.,  since  the  mind  does  not  go  out  to 
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the  space  covered  by  the  fire  etc.,  the  Conscious¬ 
ness  limited  by  the  fire  is  not  one  with  the 
Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject,  and 
therefore  the  existence  of  the  fire  etc.  is  distinct 

from  that  of  the  subject.  So  (the  definition  of 
perception)  does  not  wrongly  extend  to  such 
cases. 

I1  This  is  the  answer  to  the  second  part  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  mentioned  on  page  14,  viz.,  the  criterion  of  the 
perception  of  objects. 

2  In  the  illustration  of  the  water  of  a  tank.  See 

p.  16. 

3  That  is,  nothing  over  and  above  the  existence  of 
the  Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject. 

4 The  fact  of  their  being  objects  of  perception.] 

vraf- Sl&fr:  STOT5I- 

Objection :  Even  then,  in  the  case  of  an  infer¬ 
ence  regarding  righteousness  and  unrighteous¬ 
ness,  the  latter  would  be  objects  of  perception, 
because  the  Consciousness  limited  by  them  not 
being  distinct  from  the  Consciousness  associated 
with  the  subject,  the  existence  of  righteousness 
etc.  is  not  apart  from  that  of  the  subject. 

Reply :  No,'  for  ' capability  of  perception  is 
also  a  qualifying  attribute  of  the  object. 
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sr:”  qcq$wq&  sRnaqft- 

*TTOT^:  qcq^Tcqiqfa:,  ̂ MNfWw^cMW  qfUuwiKl- 

q^srtctWTR  #^rPTI  W^fcggttgRlgl  SWI?J- 

qfarqn^qprigal^wi^nfq  snrrafasrPiT 

qRmuirf^y^iqi:  swi^roifd  Rrh^i  fliqiri  ?f?r 

qftuniTRn^PCf^wi^f  qfonorr- 

sift- 
3qTH5I*nqT^  I 

Objection:  Even  then,  in  the  case  of  the 

perception,  “A  coloured  jar,”  the  size  etc.1  of 
the  jar  would  be  objects  of  perception;  for  since 

the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  colour  is  one 

with  that  limited  by  size  etc.,  and  the  former  is 
not  different  from  the  Consciousness  associated 

with  the  subject,  therefore  the  Consciousness 

limited  by  size  etc.  is  also  not  different  from  the 

subject,  and  hence  the  existence  of  size  etc.  is  not 

apart  from  that  of  the  subject.2 
Reply :  No,  for  the  fact. of  having  as  limiting 

adjuncts  the  mental  states  in  the  form  of  those 

particular  objects3  is  also  a  qualifying  attribute 
of  the  subject.  Thus,  when  the  mental  state  has 
the  form  of  colour,  there  is  no  mental  state  in  the 

form  of  size  etc.  Hence  size  etc.  not  having  an 
existence  same  as  that  of  the  Consciousness 

associated  with  the  subject,  of  which  the  mental 
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state  in  the  form  of  size  etc.  is  a  limiting  adjunct, 

(the  definition  of  perception)  does  not  wrongly 

extend  (to  the  size  etc.). 

[l  That  is,  all  perceptible  qualities  and  actions. 

2  Since  they  co-exist  in  the  same  mind. 
3 Colour  etc.,  as  the  case  may  be.] 

fTrnptnfH:,  snrwirfw  fftrirterc;- 

cnrrfq  i 

Objection:  In  that  case  the  definition  will 
not  extend  to  the  mental  state,  for,  since  for  fear 

of  a  regressus  in  infinitum  you  do  not  admit  that 
a  mental  state  can  have  for  its  object  another 
mental  state,  the  definition  stated  above  will  not 

apply  there,  as  one  of  its  factors  is  that  the  mental 

state  in  the  form  of  the  object — here,  the  mental 

state  itself — is  a  limiting  adjunct  (of  the  Con¬ 

sciousness  associated  with  the  subject).1 

Reply:  Not  so,  for  although  in  order  to 
avoid  a  regressus  in  infinitum  a  mental  state  is 
not  admitted  to  be  the  object  of  another  mental 

state,  yet  it  is  assumed  to  be  its  own  object,  and 
hence,  even  in  the  instance  cited,  there  is  the 

Consciousness  associated  with  the  object,  that 
has  an  existence  not  different  from  that  of  the 

Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject,  of 
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which  the  mental  state,  with  itself  as  its  own 

object,  is  the  limiting  adjunct. 

PFor  there  will  be  no  such  thing  as  a  mental  state 
in  the  form  of  itself.  Hence  the  definition  will  be 

futile.] 

smfn:  1  *r 

scf%  1  nfl 
f%«fT  I 

75%  f3PP7FT 

src^c^w;  1 

Similarly,  although  the  mind  and  its  attri¬ 

butes,1  etc.,3  are  objects  of  the  witness  (p.  40) 
alone,  yet,  as  we  assume3  (them  to  be  objects  of) 
mental  states  in  the  form  of  those,  the  definition 

mentioned  above  applies  there  also,  and  hence  it 

is  not  too  narrow.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  the 
mind  and  its  attributes  etc.  are  assumed  to  be 
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objects  of  mental  states  (in  the  form  of  those),  it 

will  contradict  the  assumption  that  they  are 

cognised  by  the  witness  alone ;  for,  being  cognised 
by  the  witness  alone  does  not  mean  that  they  are 

objects  of  the  witness  without  the  mental  states 

(corresponding  to  them) ,  but  that  they  are 
objects  of  the  witness  without  the  activity  of  the 

means  of  knowledge,  such  as  the  organs  and 

inference.  Hence  the  Acarya4  in  his  gloss,  in  the 
passage  dealing  with  egoism,5  has  admitted  a 
mental  state  in  the  form  of  the  ego.  Hence  also, 

in  the  case  of  an  illusory6  piece  of  silver,  a  state 
of  nescience  in  the  form  of  the  silver  has  been 

admitted  by  the  traditional  interpreters.7  So  the 
definition  (of  perception),  of  which  mental  states 

(with  the  form  of  the  objects)  as  limiting  adjuncts 

(of  the  subject)  are  a  factor,  applying  to  the 
mind  and  its  attributes,  etc.,  which  are  cognised 

by  the  witness  alone,  it  is  not  too  narrow.  There¬ 
fore  the  gist  of  the  matter  is  this :  An  object  is 

said  to  be  cognised  by  perception  when  it  is 

capable  (of  being  perceived)  and  is  devoid  of 

any  existence  apart  from  that  of  the  Conscious¬ 
ness  associated  with  the  subject,  which  (Con¬ 
sciousness)  has  for  its  limiting  adjunct  a  mental 

state  with  the  form  of  that  object. 

[*  Such  as  pleasure  and  desire. 
2  Refers  to  illusions,  such  as  seeing  a  nacre  as  silver. 
3  That  is,  if  we  admit  that  the  mind  and  its  attri¬ 

butes,  as  also  illusions,  are  apprehended  by  mental 
states  in  the  form  of  those  objects. 

4  Prakaiatma-yati.  Note  3  on  p.  I. 
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5  Vivarana ,  p.  55,  1.  21. 
6  Pratibhdsika,  as  opposed  to  vydvaharika  or  con¬ 

ventional. 

7  For  example,  Sarvajnatma-muni  (9th  century),  the 
author  of  Samksepa-Sariraka ,  a  metrical  epitome  of 

Sankara's  Sdriraka-Bhdsya .] 

Now  the  (various)  connections  of  the  organs, 

viz.,  conjunction,1  identity  with  what  is  con¬ 
joined,2  and  so  on,3  are  considered  to  produce 
mental  states  that  reveal  Consciousness. 

I1  Samyoga,  as  in  the  case  of  substances  such  as  a 
jar.  This  is  a  direct  connection. 

2  Samyukta-tudutmya,  as  with  qualities  and  other 
attributes  of  substances,  such  as  the  colour  of  a  jar. 

Here  the  organ  is  connected  with  the  jar,  and  the 

colour,  according  to  Vedanta,  is  identical  with  that. 

3  Refers  to :  (i)  Identity  with  what  is  the  same  as 
what  is  conjoined  ( samyuktabhinna-tdddtmya),  as  in 
the  case  of  the  characteristics  of  a  colour,  which  are 

identical  with  it.  (ii)  Identity,  as  in  the  case  of  sound, 

which,  being  a  quality  of  the  ether,  is  identical  with  it. 

(iii)  Identity  with  what  is  the  same  ( abhinna-taddtmya ), 
as  in  the  case  of  the  totality  of  the  characteristics  of 

sound  ( iabdatva ).  This  is  identical  with  sound,  which 
again  is  the  same  as  the  ether,  (iv)  The  relation  of 

substantive  and  qualifying  attribute  ( viiesya-viiesana - 

bhdva),  as  in  the  sentence,  ''The  ground  has  no  jar." 
Here  the  ground  is  the  substantive  and  the  absence  of 

the  jar  a  qualifying  attribute.  In  Nyaya  these  connec¬ 
tions  are  practically  the  same.  Only  in  place  of  identity 

(tdddtmya)  it  substitutes  inherence  {samavaya),  and  in 

3 
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place  of  the  word  ‘  same  ’  ( abhinna )  it  uses  the  word 
‘  inherent  ’  ‘  (samaveta)] . 

Four  Kinds  of  Mental  States 

gr  sr  fftrsigfroT— fesfet 
fefe  i  q*  ife, 

Sfecfife1,  srsfrcffei  i  cT^teh— 

sfcpft  femt  to:  few  ii 
That  (mental)  state  is  of  four  kinds:  doubt, 

certitude,  egoism  and  recollection.  Owing  to  this 

diversity  of  states,  the  mind,  though  one,  is 
designated  as  the  manas,  the  intellect,  the  ego 

and  the  citta.  So  it  has  been  said :  “  The  manas, 
the  intellect,  the  ego  and  the  citta  constitute  the 

internal  instrument  (mind).  Doubt,  certitude, 

egoism  and  recollection — these  are  (respectively) 

their  objects.” 
Determinate  and  Indeterminate  Perception 

TO  STOSrT  fefeotD  ̂ fe^rofefe^T^Iri:  I 

to  3fiimn»nfe  ̂ nroi  tot 

arorfe”  I  fefe^q^g  *femferoife 

STTO I  TOT  “arTOfer”  *wfe- 

The  perception  spoken  of  above  is  of  two 

kinds:  determinate  (savikalpaka)  and  indeterm¬ 
inate  ( nirvikalpaka ).  Of  these,  the  former  is 



PERCEPTION 

35 

that  knowledge  which  apprehends  relatedness 

(of  the  substantive  and  the  qualifying  attribute) 

(■ vaisistya );  for  example,  knowledge  such  as, 

“I  know  the  jar.”1  Whereas  indeterminate 
perception  is  that  knowledge  which  does  not 

apprehend  this  relatedness;  for  example,  knowl¬ 

edge  arising  from  sentences  like,  ‘‘This  is  that 
Devadatta,”  or  ‘‘Thou  art  That ”  (Chd.  VI.  viii. 

7— xvi.  3). 3 

[*Here  the  object  of  the  knowledge  is  the  jar  as 

related  to  the  subject  ‘  1/  Hence  it  is  determinate 
knowledge. 

*  In  these  cases  the  knowledge  arises  by  ignoring 

the  particular  features.  For  example,  *  this  ’  refers  to 

the  present  and  ‘  that  ’  to  the  past,  and  these  two,  being 
contradictory  elements,  have  to  be  left  out  of  considera¬ 
tion  in  recognising  the  person  Devadatta.  Similarly, 

in  the  other  example,  'thou1  and  'That/  referring  to 
something  present  and  absent  respectively,  have  to  be 

ignored  before  one  can  grasp  the  essential  unity  of  the 
individual  self  and  Brahman.  Hence  in  such  cases  the 

knowledge  is  indeterminate.] 

5T3  SR*,  ST  STcSTSWb 

ffo  sr|  5T% 

ffcrerici,  fosrj  ST&  HUTHT- 
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SPIRIT  |  Tjtf  “rlt^Tfe”  JFRT%m- 

sRWRgirfi,  smrcj^  foRerar  frfyprrer^r 

SRTRt  I 

Objection:  But  this  knowledge  is  verbal 

comprehension,  not  perception,  for  it  is  not  due 
to  the  organs. 

Reply:  No,  for  being  due  to  the  organs  is 
not  the  criterion  of  perception,  since  it  has 

already1  been  condemned,  but,  as  has  been 
stated,2  it  is  the  fact  of  the  Consciousness  asso¬ 

ciated3  with  the  means  of  knowledge  not  being 
different  from  the  Consciousness  associated  with 

objects,  when  the  latter  are  present  and  are 

capable  of  being  perceived.  Thus,  as  the  knowl¬ 

edge  due  to  the  sentence,  “This  is  that  Deva- 
datta,”  has  for  its  object  something  connected 
with  the  organ,  and  as  states  of  the  mind  that 

goes  out  are  assumed,  the  Consciousness  limited 

by  Devadatta  is  not  different  from  that  limited 

by  the  mental  state  (in  the  form  of  the  object), 
and  hence  the  knowledge  due  to  the  sentence, 

“This  is  that  Devadatta/'  is  a  perception. 
Similarly,  with  the  knowledge  due  to  sentences 

like,  “Thou  art  That,”  for  there  the  subject 
itself  being  the  object,  the  condition  about  the 

unity  of  the  two  is  present. 

f1  On  p.  13,  par.  2. 
2  On  p.  27. 

3  That  is,  limited  by  the  mental  state  in  the  form  of 
the  objects.] 
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*i  i^royy»iry  a«m;,  3Rf*&ra3^*fenfi  ^ffi- 

^  qW>^nn  sirafcf  fc^qiRm  “m. 

e  STTcRT,  5R5nife  S^c&^t”  ̂ TOgrtaT 

snufor  l^enstf  erRq4flsife?Rr  5%  sfjsj  cTT?q*iffa*Pi 

^sfsmt^n,  ?  “cR^n% ’’ iOT%rp»Rni- 

^Tri.  ̂ ra»Tfsra*Ti^wni?risRiira>c9ft%  1 

^*1
— 

^iR^ram,  qgj  aemfdq%>i4cii  n” 

Objection:  Since  knowledge  due  to  sentences 

apprehends  the  relation  subsisting  between  the 

meanings  of  words,1  how  can  it  be  indeter¬ 
minate  ? 

Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  For  something 

to  be  the  object  of  knowledge  that  is  due  to 
sentences,  the  criterion  is  not  that  it  should 

apprehend  the  relation  between  the  meanings  of 

words — for  in  that  case  even  something  the  rela¬ 

tion  of  which  is  not  intended2  may  become  the 
object  of  such  knowledge — but  that  it  should 

apprehend  the  intention.3  And  in  the  passage 
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under  discussion,  beginning  with,  “This  uni¬ 
verse,  my  dear,  was  but  Existence  in  the 

beginning”  (Cha.  VI.  ii.  i),  and  concluding 
with,  “It  is  the  truth,  It  is  the  Self,  and  thou 

art  That,  O  Svetaketu  ”  {Ibid.  VI.  xvi.  3)/  the 
purport  of  Vedantic  texts  is  held  to  be  the  Pure 

Brahman.  So  how  can  it  express  something 

that  is  not  the  intended  meaning?  That  sen¬ 

tences  like,  “Thou  art  That,”6  convey  a  simple 
notion  of  identity,  only  means  that  they  produce 

valid  knowledge  that  does  not  apprehend  the 

relation  (among  the  meanings  of  the  words  in 

them).  So  it  has  been  said,  “That  words6 
produce  valid  knowledge  without  reference  to 

the  (mutual)  relation  of  their  meanings,  is  what 

has  been  spoken  of  as  their  conveying  a  simple 
notion  of  identity.  Or  it  is  that  which  comprises 

only  the  meanings  of  their  stems.”7  The  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  last  foot  of  the  verse  (the  last  sentence) 

is  :  Or  the  conveying  of  a  simple  notion  of  identity 

(by  words)  consists  in  their  denoting  the  mean¬ 

ings  of  their  stems  only.8 

[*Any  sentence,  such  as,  “  Bring  the  cow/'  con¬ 
veys  a  sense  in  which  the  mutual  relation  of  the  objects 

denoted  by  the  different  words  in  that  sentence — the 

nominative,  verb  and  object — is  involved.  So  obvious¬ 
ly  it  is  determinate.  This  is  the  contention. 

2  For  example,  when  a  cricketer  says,  “  Bring  me  a 
bat,"  nobody  thinks  of  the  flying  quadruped.  But  if 
the  sense  is  to  be  determined  just  by  the  relation  of 

things  denoted  by  the  words,  then  what  is  there  to 

prevent  that  being  understood? 
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3  In  the  above  example,  the  cricket  accessory. 

4  The  passage  first  occurs  in  Cha.  VI.  viii.  7,  and  is 
repeated  nine  times  to  emphasise  the  central  idea  of  the 

Upanisads,  viz.,  all  that  exists  is  Brahman. 

6  Other  examples  are:  “I  am  Brahman”  (Br.  I. 

iv.  10),  ”  This  self  is  Brahman”  (Ma.  2),  etc. 
ttOnly  nouns  denoting  co-existent  substances  that 

do  not  bear  a  causal  relation  to  one  another  and  are 

not  synonyms,  are  meant.  Otherwise  the  definition 
would  be  too  wide. 

7  Tattva-pradipika  or  Citsukhi ,  Ch.  I,  verse  20. 
The  author  Citsukhacarya  (13th  century),  is  one  of  the 

highest  authorities  on  Advaita  Vedanta. 

8  Not  the  suffixes  or  case-endings.] 

Perception  by  the  Witness  of  the  Self 

and  the  Witness  of  God 

1  era  sfoft  am  Ifcprcu 

1  fesjwnai  wikft 

sarfasr  arrant  rrurst  i 

sir:  sftqR” 
arfa:  1  RqfcrtqrfsrcRTfa#;:  qfenw  1 

ST^  SJfcRT  fenqRRFlfcaRtftsf 

|  8R3i  Rc^Ictf 

rtrt,  ̂ sng*ret  i 
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That  perception,  again,  is  twofold — that  due 
to  the  witness  of  the  individual  self  ( jiva-saksin ) 

and  that  due  to  the  witness  of  God  ( Isvara - 

saksin).  Now  the  individual  self  is  Conscious¬ 
ness  limited  ( avacchinna )  by  the  mind,  and  the 
witness  of  that  is  Consciousness  that  has  the  mind 

as  its  limiting  adjunct  ( upadhi) .  The  difference 
between  them  is  that  in  the  former  the  mind  is 

a  qualifying  attribute  ( visesana )  and  in  the  latter 

a  limiting  adjunct.  A  qualifying  attribute  is  that 

which  differentiates,1  (is  present),2  and  is  con¬ 

nected  with  (what  is  predicated  in  respect  of)3 
something4  related  to  it5 ;  while  a  limiting  adjunct 
is  that  which  differentiates  and  is  present,  but  is 

not  connected  with  the  predicate  in  respect  of 

something  related  to  it.  In  the  sentence,  “The 

coloured  jar  is  transitory,”  the  colour  is  a  quali¬ 

fying  attribute,6  and  in  the  sentence,  “The  ether 

enclosed  by  the  auditory  passage  is  the  ear,”  the 

auditory  passage  is  a  limiting  adjunct.7  It  is 
this  limiting  adjunct  that  is  called  an  indicator 

{paricayakay  by  the  logicians.  In  the  topic 
under  consideration,  since  the  mind  is  insentient 

and  hence  incapable  of  revealing  objects,  it  is  a 

limiting  adjunct  of  Consciousness,  which  reveals 

things.  This  witness  of  the  individual  self  is 

different  in  each  individual.  For  if  it  were  one, 

what  Caitra  has  known,  Maitra  also  would 
recollect. 

[’  Generates  the  cognition  that  something  is  different 
from  another. 
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2  This  is  also*  a  part  of  the  definition.  It  is  omitted 
here  as  being  obvious. 

3  This  portion  follows  the  interpretation  of  the  word 
karyanvayin  by  the  author's  son,  Ramakrsnadhvarin, 
the  writer  of  the  commentary  Vedanta-iikhdmani.  This 

interpretation  certainly  makes  the  definition  more  com¬ 
prehensive.  But  perhaps  the  author  intended  to  give  a 

simpler  definition  for  practical  purposes. 

4  Viz.,  that  which  is  qualified — the  substantive 
(viSesya). 

5  The  qualifying  attribute. 
6  Here  the  colour  differentiates  a  particular  jar  thaft 

is  related  to  it  from  other  jars.  And  it  is  connected 

{through  the  jar)  with  transitoriness,  which  is  predicated 

only  in  respect  of  the  jar.  Hence  colour  is  a  qualifying 

attribute.  In  simpler  language,  the  qualifying  attri¬ 

bute  is  a  differentiating  property  and  co-exists,  in  the 
thing  qualified,  with  what  is  predicated  of  it.  The 

presence  of  the  colour  is  presumed  from  its  connection 

with  the  jar  and  transitoriness. 

7  The  auditory  passage  is  present,  and  differentiates 
the  ether  enclosed  by  it  from  the  remaining  ether,  but 

it  is  not  connected  with  the  totality  of  characteristics  of 

an  ear  as  such  {Srotratva) ,  which  is  predicated  only  in 

respect  of  the  ether  related  to  the  auditory  passage. 

Hence  the  latter  is  a  limiting  adjunct.  Because,  unlike 

the  colour  in  the  other  case  being  transitory,  the 

auditory  passage  is  not  an  ear,  but  only  the  ether 

enclosed  by  it  is  such.  In  simpler  language,  a  limiting 

adjunct,  while  being  a  differentiating  property  actually 

present  in  the  thing  of  which  it  is  the  adjunct,  does  not 

co-exist  with  what  is  predicated  of  that. 

8  Also  called  upcdaksana  or  an  accidental  feature,  as 
the  word  *  crows  ’  in  the  sentence,  "  Notice  the  house 

by  the  crows."  Another  form  of  the  indicator  is  the 
permanent  epithet,  e.g.,  white  snow.] 
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g  #ro*q;i  d^TO., 

agqTfsBjTOiron  q^csng  i  TOnfa:  gror 

t*R*”  Ccqrf^rft  ‘JTFnfir’ftfd  qggTOgr  wnro- 
gtfofigNlfasTOTOT  MiqiddHt*<d<djft^&Jnfa- 
stprptt  qtqqftn 

“iTPTPg  $r$fd  fe^i-mEw  g  «%sjrrq  l” 

.  “tPtogfeqf  fecrdT  gfi?  qfrofa%f$Rt  i 

qtift  qrerafora  ̂   fei|lcq%  TO:  ll” 
“sHTT^t 

3ft:  inn  ̂ TOTsrf  WTT:  I 

snft  sN?t  ̂ JTOidlsg^ 

grgrefti  grTOtiTOsftsTO  n” 
fcqrf^afd^ldg  arsrargqgfaq  totot 

P3Tc#  fSrejted  | 

The  witness  of  God  is  that  Consciousness  of 

which  the  cosmic  illusion  ( maya )  is  the  limiting 

adjunct.  And  it  is  one,  for  its  limiting  adjunct, 

the  cosmic  illusion,' is  one.  The  plural  in  Sruti 

texts  such  as,  "The  Supreme  Lord  is  perceived 
as  having  manifold  forms  through  His  powers  of 

cosmic  illusion  ( mdydbhih )”  (R.  VI.  xlvii.  18), 
can  be  explained  by  a  reference  to  the  diversity 

of  powers  that  are  in  the  cosmic  illusion,  or  to  the 

three  ingredients  ( gunas ) — serenity  ( sattva ),  act¬ 

ivity  (rajas)  and  inertia  ( tamas ) — constituting  it. 
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The  unity  of  the  cosmic  illusion  is  decided  from 

the  use  of  the  singular  number,  backed  by  con¬ 

siderations  of  simplicity  (laghava),1  in  such  Sruti 
and  Smrti  texts  as,  “  One  should  know  the  cosmic 

illusion  to  be  Nature  (prakrti)2  and  the  Ruler  of 

that  to  be  the  Great  Lord”  (£v.  IV.  io); 
“  Salutation  to  that  unknowable  Embodiment  of 
Knowledge  who  being  established  in  the  heart, 

a  yogin  transcends  the  cosmic  illusion — the  all- 

pervading  nescience”  (FYs.  V.  xvii.  15);  "One 
birthless  (masculine)  principle  ( aja )3  attends  and 
follows4  a  birthless  (feminine)  principle  (aja)5 
that  is  red,  white  and  black6  and  brings  forth  a 

large  progeny  of  similar  form7;  while  another 
birthless  principle,8  having  finished  its  enjoy¬ 

ment  of  that,  gives  it  up”  (£v.  IV.  5).® 

[*  Explanation  of  a  thing  by  a  minimum  number  of 
assumptions:  the  law  of  parsimony. 

2  Out  of  which  the  whole  sentient  and  insentient 
universe  has  proceeded. 

3  The  individual  self. 

4  And  on  account  of  this  identification  experiences 
happiness  and  misery  and  transmigrates. 

''Prakrti  or  Nature. 

6  Is  composed  of  the  three  ingredients  ( gunas ) — 
activity,  serenity  and  inertia,  respectively. 

7  Also  composed  of  those  three  ingredients. 
8  One  who  has  acquired  discrimination  between  the 

self  and  the  cosmic  illusion. 

9  The  interpretation  given  above  is  according  to 
Sankhya.  According  to  Vedanta,  the  birthless  female 

principle  is  the  primordial  state  of  the  universe  ( bhuta - 
prakrti  or  may  a).  The  red,  white  and  black  colours 
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stand  for  the  elements — fire,  water  and  earth,  respect¬ 
ively  (the  two  invisible  elements,  air  and  ether,  being 

understood).  If  the  Sankhyan  view  of  prakrti  is  modi¬ 
fied  so  as  to  make  it  sentient  and  dependent  on  God, 

then  Vedanta  will  have  no  objection  to  accepting  it  as 

a  synonym  of  may  a.  The  author,  who  accepts  the 

three  gunas  as  the  constituents  of  mdyd ,  may  have 

some  such  compromise  in  his  mind.] 

cTctsj  tssnsrrfei  erawifo 

*r  <3  srfiWY- 

Hence  the  Consciousness  which  has  that  for 

its  limiting  adjunct,  is  the  witness  of  God,  and  it 

is  without  a  beginning,  because  its  limiting 

adjunct,  the  cosmic  illusion,  is  so.  While  the 

Consciousness  that  is  limited  by  the  cosmic 

illusion  is  the  Supreme  Lord.  When  the  cosmic 

illusion  is  a  qualifying  attribute,  Consciousness 
is  called  God,  and  when  it  is  a  limiting  adjunct, 

it  is  called  the  witness  (of  God) .  So  the  distinc¬ 
tion  is  between  Godhe&d  and  the  state  of  being 
the  witness  of  God,  and  not  between  the  two 

entities  possessing  those  attributes,  viz.,  God  and 
His  witness. 
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That  Supreme  Lord,  although  one,  is  desig¬ 

nated  by  such  terms  as  Brahma,  Visnu  and 

Mahesvara  (Siva),1  according  to  (the  preponder¬ 
ance  of)  serenity,  activity  or  inertia,  which  are 

the  constituents  of  His  limiting  adjunct,2  the 
cosmic  illusion. 

[^Representing  His  projecting,  maintaining  and 
destroying  aspects,  respectively. 

2 Qualifying  attributes  are  meant.  So  also  below.] 

513  t*roar%afts5n%%  “crt^r  sjg  snifai” 

5ft4lm«TirT:^:qTFT  cPTT 

flsWn  sflP’Tqy’  qresfonqq,” 
STRF*  I 

Objection :  If  the  witness  of  God  be  without 

a  beginning,  how  is  one  to  explain  the  adventi¬ 

tious1  reflection  on  the  part  of  the  Supreme  Lord 
just  before  projecting  the  universe,  mentioned  in 

texts  like,  “It  reflected,  ‘Let  Me  multiply,  let 

me  be  effectively  born  ’  ”  (Cha.  VI.  ii.  3)  ? 
Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  Just  as,  owing 

to  the  connection  of  the  organs  with  objects  and 
other  such  causes,  different  states  arise  in  the 

mind,  which  is  the  limiting  adjunct  of  the  indi- 
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vidual  self,  similarly,  owing  to  the  past  work  of 

beings  that  are  about  to  be  projected,  particular 

states  in  the  form  of,  “Now  this  is  to  be  pro¬ 
jected,”  “Now  this  is  to  be  maintained,”  “Now 

this  is  to  be  destroyed,”  etc.,  arise  in  the  cosmic 
illusion,  which  is  the  limiting  adjunct  of  the 

Supreme  Lord;  and  since  these  states  have  a 

beginning,  the  Consciousness  reflected  in  them  is 
also  described  as  having  a  beginning. 

[‘Not  being  present  all  the  time.] 

Perception  of  Cognition  Defined: 

the  Nature  of  Error 

WET  gfenasa  fogffaqi  t  5T3T  ffeiiqggqgEWI 

ferrfrr,  “wft  srfswC 

|  ^qTrhiN  |  cHPT 

^  sTTfes^ifR:,  vmmGvznwztqqm- 

cT^rrfq  q^rgsjcq^i- 

SWWI  E^T  ^rfiSST  cT^T  ̂ qf?RS$TntSsr I 'ReTc^ 

feWqwri  i  ^Rqn^r- 

qmfqqqjn#wfaqrc^rf^fqqqqre%srtTG55gTorT- 

qrfdsqrfn:  i 

Thus  on  account  of  the  twofoldness  of  the 

witness,  perceptual  knowledge  is  twofold.  The 
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character  of  perception  both  as  regards  objects 

and  as  regards  cognition  has  been  ascertained. 

Of  these,  the  general  definition  of  perception 

with  regard  to  cognition  is  that  it  is  just  Con¬ 

sciousness,  for  even  in  instances  like,  “The  hill 
has  fire,’’  the  Consciousness  that  has  mental 
states  in  the  form  of  the  fire  etc.  as  limiting 

adjuncts,  being  self-revealing  in  respect  of  itself, 
is  a  perception.  As  for  the  perception  in  respect 

of  its  objects,  it  has  already1  been  dealt  with.2 
It  cannot  be  said  that  this  definition  extends 

unduly  to  the  perception  that  is  of  the  nature  of 
an  illusion ;  for  that  too  is  intended  to  be  covered 

by  the  general  definition3  of  perception,  which 
includes  both  valid  knowledge  and  illusion. 

When,  however,  a  definition  of  valid  perception 
alone  is  to  be  stated,  then  in  the  above  definition 

the  object  has  to  be  qualified  by  an  attribute 

signifying  that  it  is  uncontradicted.4  Since 
illusions  like  that  of  silver  in  a  nacre  have  for 

their  objects  the  illusory  silver  etc.,  which  are 

contradicted  during  the  transmigratory  state  of 

existence,5  the  above  definition  does  not  apply  to 
.them,  and  hence  there  is  no  unwarranted  exten¬ 
sion  of  it. 

[‘On  p.  27  et  seq. 

2  In  the  inference,  “  The  hill  has  fire,  because  it  has 
smoke,”  both  the  hill  and  the  smoke,  being  visible, 
are  objects  of  perception,  but  not  the  fire,  which  is  being 

inferred.  Hence,  if  the  perception  be  considered  only 

with  regard  to  the  objects,  then  the  fire  would  be 

excluded  from  its  scope.  But  if  it  be  considered  in 



48 

VEDANTA-PARIBHaSA 

respect  of  the  cognition,  then  the  cognition  of  the  fire  is 

a  case  of  perception.  So  here  is  the  distinction  between 

the  two  forms  of  perception — that  of  cognition  and  that 
of  objects. 

3  Given  on  p.  32. 

4  That  is,  the  last  word  should  be  amplified  into, 

'‘Object,  which  must  not  be  contradicted.” 

5  That  is,  even  prior  to  the  realisation  of  one's 
identity  with  Brahman.  See  note  2  on  p.  8.] 

1  h  sr  ssrw 

Objection  (by  the  logician) :  Although  false 

knowledge  may  be  established  by  one's  un¬ 
successful  effort,1  yet  there  is  no  proof  that  it 
has  for  its  object  illusory  silver  etc.  produced  at 
the  moment;  for  it  may  have  for  its  object  silver 

that  is  already  existent  at  some  other  place.3 
Reply:  No,  for  that,  not  being  connected 

with  the  organ,3  cannot  be  an  object  of  percep¬ 
tion.  Nor  is  knowledge  the  (needed)  connection 

there,4  for  if  it  were  so,  that  alone  would  make 

fire  etc.5  objects  of  perception,6  and  this  would 
obliterate  inference  etc.7 

I1  Visamvddi-pravrtti,  as  when  we  mistake  the  reflec¬ 
tion  of  a  light  for  a  jewel,  but  on  going  to  the  spot  to 
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take  it,  are  baffled.  This  proves  that  there  is  such  a 

thing  as  false  knowledge. 

2  According  to  the  logician,  all  error  is  knowing  one 
thing  for  another  ( anyathd-khydti ),  as,  in  the  present  in¬ 
stance,  seeing  the  silver,  already  seen  somewhere,  in  the 

nacre,  owing  to  some  defect  such  as  distance  or  darkness. 

3  Which,  according  to  the  logician,  is  a  necessary 
condition  of  perception. 

4  Logicians  believe  in  extraordinary  perception, 
which  is  brought  about  by  three  kinds  of  extraordinary 
connection  between  the  organ  and  object.  One  of  these 

is  the  connection  based  on  knowledge  {jnana-laksana- 
sannikarsa).  A  man  who  knows  that  sandalwood  is 

fragrant,  perceives  immediately  on  seeing  a  piece  of  it 

that  it  is  fragrant,  and  says,  "A  fragrant  piece  of 

sandalwood/*  Here  the  previous  knowledge  is  the connection  that  enables  him  to  do  so.  But  since  the 

eye  is  not  connected  with  the  fragrance,  he  perceives 

it  only  by  the  connection  based  on  knowledge.  This  is 
also  the  case  with  all  illusions. 

5  Inferred  in  a  hill  from  smoke. 

6  The  Vedantin  argues  that  if  previous  knowledge 
serves  as  the  connection,  then  the  sight  of  the  smoke 

might  as  well  lead  to  a  perception  of  the  fire,  since  here 

also  previous  knowledge  of  it  would  supply  the  needed 
connection.  So  why  admit  inference  etc.  as  separate 

means  of  knowledge?  Perception  alone  would  do. 

7  That  is,  all  the  means  of  knowledge  except  percep¬ 
tion.] 

s»«i  asrrfir  rsTcrgcepafr  *f?r  wife  \  irf* 

afofaarerwft  mfairrfareaiaVuftyr,  fog 

fossrrc*  l  grerrfg — yrai fyflqsforatewgi  grt- 
4 



50 

VEDANTA-PARIBHASA 

«RC«JIfPd^(5l  |  d^TT23  sft- 

fa»R*  I  cf5T  ̂frK^toTT  f%foTJFto  syEffsSST- 

#cF*t  ajn^d-4  grfatf  l 

«Rftor  grgragHi^r^iVr  g  qft«ror%  i 

Objection:  In  the  absence  of  the  parts  of 

silver,  etc.,  which  produce  the  silver,  how 

according  to  your  view  also  is  the  silver  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  nacre  ? 

Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  It  is  not  the 

totality  of  causes  as  generally  accepted  that 

produce  the  illusory  silver,  but  quite  a  distinct 
one.  To  explain :  To  a  man  whose  eyes  are 
afflicted  with  defects  such  as  kaca /  when  the 

eyes  are  in  contact  with  a  substance  in  front, 
there  arises  a  state  of  the  mind  in  the  form  of 

'this'  coupled  with  'brightness/2  and  in  that 

mental  state  the  Consciousness  limited  by  '  this ' 
is  reflected.  Then,  by  the  issuing  of  the  mind 

so  as  to  form  a  state  in  the  manner  already3 

mentioned,  the  Consciousness  limited  by  'this/ 
that  limited  by  the  mental  state,  arid  that  asso¬ 

ciated  with  the  subject  become  one.  There¬ 
after  the  nescience  that4  is  in  the  form  of  the 
nacre  and  abides  in  the  Consciousness  associated 
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with  the  object,  which  again  is  not  different  from 

the  Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject,5 
is  joined  to  the  latent  impressions  of  silver  roused 

by  seeing  points  of  similarity  such  as  the  bright¬ 
ness,  and  in  combination  with  ocular  defects 

such  as  kaca ,  transforms  itself  into  the  object 

called  silver  as  also  the  apparent  knowledge6  in 
the  form  of  that. 

f1  An  eye  disease  in  which  shining  things  only  are 
seen. 

2  That  is,  in  the  form  of  "  something  bright”  which 
has  not  been  truly  discerned. 

3  On  p.  16. 

4  The  adjectival  clause  distinguishes  this  subsidiary 
nescience  ( tulavidyd )  from  the  primal  nescience  ( mula - 
vidyd),  which  is  the  material  cause  of  the  universe 

consisting  of  the  ether  etc.  The  latter  abides  in  Pure 

Consciousness,  has  that  for  its  object,  and  is  destroyed 

by  indeterminate  knowledge,  while  the  former  abides 

in  the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  nacre,  has  the  form 
of  the  nacre,  which  is  different  from  the  silver,  and  is 

destroyed  by  determinate  knowledge.  For  the  distinc¬ 
tion  between  determinate  and  indeterminate  knowledge 

see  p.  34. 

3  That  is,  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mind. 
6 The  mental  state.  See  p.  9,  last  paragraph.] 

am  1  snfiwT^wi- 

ragjgifeqifrffiTT  tifimw  rfa,  lira# 
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SreHSSR* 

fqlqr^^grrfiTgRTfgrac^^TOEt  i 

Transformation  (actual  change :  pannama) 

means  the  production  of  an  effect  that  has  the 
same  kind  of  existence  as  that  of  its  material 

cause.1  Apparent  change  ( vivarta )  means  the 
production  of  an  effect  that  has  a  different  kind 

of  existence  from  that  of  its  material  cause.2 
The  illusory  silver  is  called  a  transformation  in 

respect  of  nescience,3  and  an  apparent  change  in 

respect  of  Consciousness.4  And  that  silver  which 
is  a  transformation  of  nescience  abides  in  the 

substratum  of  the  latter,  viz.,  the  Consciousness 

limited  by  'this'5;  for  according  to  our  view,  all 
effects  whatsoever  abide  invariably  in  the  sub¬ 

stratum6  of  their  material  cause,  nescience. 

[xAs  in  the  case  of  milk  and  curd,  or  threads  and 
cloth.  Here  both  cause  and  effect  have  a  conventional 

(vyavaharika)  existence. 

2  As  when  we  mistake  a  piece  of  rope  for  a  snake  or 
a  nacre  for  a  piece  of  silver.  Here  the  rope  or  the 
nacre  has  a  conventional  existence,  while  the  snake  or 

the  silver  has  only  an  illusory  ( pratibhdsika )  existence. 

3  Because  both  nescience  and  silver  have  a  conven¬ 
tional  existence,  the  one  being  but  a  modification  of  the 
other. 

4  Since  Pure  Consciousness  has  an  absolute  or 

noumenal  existence,  and  the  silver  only  an  illusory 
existence. 

5  See  p.  50. 

6  Pure  Consciousness.] 
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•13  <el5!«(WS!C5ra^ 
di<ticwin  ?  35^  l  qqr  wnqq^  suenfSigw 

gigr^:  stftaf*rgciisTtq55w,  ^rrarRi^or- 

gn^sd^c^Trt,  crar  liarqqiqqq  *u?r  qgrafagiq- 

tsicT^t  jrW^iHnsic^^  ̂ qq?i^  1  d*q  =q  iqqq- 

^dww^i  <r^:qreqftqfga%TWi  rfawqqr  firraicR*- 

r«PKwft  T3Tcf  snf&nqvrer  ̂ qg^r%^T 

qyrafarfefe  sfroqft  1 

Objection:  How  can  the  silver  that  abides  in 
Consciousness  be  identified  with  something  that 

is  in  front,1  as  expressed  in  the  statement,  “This 
is  silver’’  ? 

Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  As,  in  the 
system  of  Nyaya,  happiness  etc.,  which  abide  in 
the  soul,  are  experienced  as  abiding  in  the  body, 
since  the  latter  is  what  determines  the  fact  of 

being  the  substratum  of  happiness  etc.,2  similarly, 
since  Pure  Consciousness  is  not  the  substratum 

of  the  silver,  but  only  the  Consciousness  limited 

by  the  meaning  of  the  word  ‘  this  ’  is  such,  and 
is  therefore  limited  by  the  meaning  of  the  word 

‘  this  ’ — the  cognition  that  the  silver  is  connected 
with3  something  that  is  in  front,  is  explicable. 
And  since  that  Consciousness  associated  with 

the  object  is  one  with  the  Consciousness4  that 
has  the  mind  as  its  limiting  adjunct,  the  silver. 
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although  it  is  superimposed  on  the  Consciousness 

associated  with  the  object,  is  spoken  of  as  being 

cognisable  by  the  witness  alone5  and  not  cognis¬ 
able  through  any  other  agency — like  happi¬ 
ness  etc. 

[*  While  Consciousness  is  all-pervading. 
2  According  to  Nyaya,  happiness  etc.,  although  they 

are  qualities  of  the  soul,  are  said  to  be  produced  in  the 
body,  because  they  are  invariably  produced  within  the 
limits  of  the  body. 

3  By  the  relation  of  identity. 
4  That  is,  the  witness. 

5  For  the  explanation  of  this  term  as  also  the  follow¬ 
ing  phrase,  see  p.  31.] 

*13  *f?T,  “rTSCR.” 

srum, 

ftqnresq:  1 
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&  SRfcPb  sif  *3^,  3|?  Pl?jar:  5  ̂  

si?  ̂ pn:  5  %$  afan,  31?  ̂ fvnc  ffa  I  si ̂  

^  Jirf^nfe^srcT^i  sniRj^if«nf¥rw?n^fe«^iHT- 

fsrgrfonwic^sfq  *?  ^c?pw^5i?- 

m^rog3rar%r^^T^^c^rr%m^ro3«wf5r<W5rT, 

51  g  “31?  53RIH”  tcM  %m  I %Rig^f^q?ll  ij&g- 

Objection:  If  (the  silver)  be  superimposed 

on  the  witness,  the  cognition  should  be,  “I  am 
silver,”  or  “  I  have  silver,”  like,  “  I  am  happy.” 

Reply.  The  answer  is  this.  The  cognition, 

"I  am  happy,”  is  not  due  to  happiness  etc. 

being  the"effects  of  the  nescience  that  abides  in 
the  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mind,  for  happi¬ 
ness  etc.  are,  like  a  jar  and  so  on,  superimposed 

only  on  Pure  Consciousness;  but  the  universal 

rule  is  that  a  thing  is  the  object  of  experience  in 

a  particular  form  according  as  it  is  the  effect  of 

nescience  attended  with  the  latent  impressions 

left  by  an  experience  of  that  particular  form.  So 

a  jar  etc.  are  objects  of  an  experience  in  the 

form  of  ‘  this,’  because  they  are  the  effects  of 
nescience  attended  with  the  latent  impressions  left 

by  an  experience  in  the  form  of  '  this ' ;  the  mind 
etc.  are  objects  of  an  experience  in  the  form  of 

‘I,’  because  they  are  the  effects  of  nescience 
attended  with  the  latent  impressions  left  by  an 

experience  in  the  form  of  ‘  I  ’ ;  and  the  body. 



56 

VEDaNTA-PARIBHASA 

organs,  etc.,  are  objects  of  an  experience  in  the 

form  of  both  '  this  '  and  '  1/  because  they  are  the 
effects  of  nescience  attended  with  the  latent 

impressions  of  an  experience  in  the  form  of  both. 

Thus  there  are  two  types  of  experience:  “This 
is  the  body,”  and  “I  am  the  body,”  “I  am  a 
man,”1  or  “  I  am  a  Brahmana”2;  “This  is  the 

eye,”  and  “I  am  blind”;  “This  is  the  ear,” 
and  “I  am  deaf.”  In  the  example  cited,  al¬ 
though  the  illusory  silver  is  an  effect  of  nescience 
abiding  in  the  Consciousness  that  is  limited  by 

'this/  which  again  is  not  different  from  the 
Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject,  yet  it 
is  the  object  of  an  experience  in  the  form  of 

'this/  and  not  that  of  an  experience  in  the  form 
of  '  1/  expressed  in  the  statement,  “  I  am  silver,” 
because  it  is  due  to  the  latent  impressfbn  left  by 

an  experience  in  the  form  of  '  this '  in  a  genuine 
case  of  silver,  as  expressed  in  the  statement, 

“This  is  silver.”3  This  should  be  borne  in 
mind. 

CHere  the  identification  is  with  the  human  body. 

2  This  also  can  apply  to  the  body  only. 
3  The  form  of  the  original  experience  the  latent 

impression  of  which  acts  as  an  auxiliary  cause  in  subse¬ 
quent  experiences,  is  the  determining  factor  regarding 
the  forms  of  the  latter.] 

*ro:  fWrfofer 
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3f*gq*mrcri  sriMl^  orar- 

n&  $?rt  awsrfefeRfar  *r, 

^ifm«N^idi^i«:^N*it^d  grrcsr- 

^srfarag;  i  aw 
I 

Objection:  Even  then,  since  the  illusory 
silver  can  be  cognised  as  being  directly  connected 

with  the  witness,  why  assume  a  state  of  nescience 

that1  is  an  apparent  knowledge  having  the  silver 
for  its  object  ? 

Reply:  The  answer  is  this.  It  is  assumed 

in  order  to  establish  the  perceptual  character  of 

the  cognition  of  the  silver,  because  the  perception 

of  an  object  consists  in  its  not  having  an  existence 

apart  from  that  of  the  Consciousness  of  which 

the  state  (here,  of  nescience)  cognising  the  object 

is  a  limiting  adjunct.2 
Objection:  Since  the  (mental)  state  in  the 

form  of  ‘  this  ’  and  the  state  (of  nescience)  in  the 
form  of  the  (illusory)  silver  have  each  a  separate 

object,  and  since,  as  in  the  view  of  the  Teacher,3 
a  qualified  knowledge  is  not  admitted,4  how  can 
you  account  for  erroneous  knowledge? 

Reply:  Not  so,  for  as  one  and  the  same 
Consciousness  reflected  in  the  two  states  brings 
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out  the  identity  of  a  real  and  an  unreal  thing,  it 

is  admitted  to  be  an  error.  Therefore  the  cogni¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  witness,  having  for  its 
object  both  a  real  and  an  unreal  thing,  and  hence 

lacking5  uniform  validity,  is  declared  as  invalid 
by  the  traditional  interpreters  of  Vedanta. 

[*  Refers  to  the  1  state.’ 
2  See  p.  27. 

3  The  nickname  of  Prabhakara,  a  student  of 

Kumarila  Bhatta  (8th  century),  from  whom  he  differed 

and  founded  a  new  school  of  the  MImamsa  philosophy. 

4  According  to  his  school,  the  knowledge  of  *  this  ’ 
(something  in  front)  is  perception,  and  that  of  the  silver 

is  recollection  of  a  previous  genuine  experience.  The 

two  mental  states  are  distinct,  but  they  lead  to  one 

cognition,  because  they  co-exist  and  hence  the  same 
Consciousness  is  reflected  in  them.  According  to  this 

school,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  error,  all  cognition 

being  valid  knowledge. 

5  It  is  valid  in  respect  of  *  this  ’  and  invalid  in 
respect  of  the  silver.] 

SfrfnreTc# 

1  qgr  aircrew*!  r  %g:, 

3  ftan  1  ?ror- 
JPTtsnjq.  I  STcT  ̂  
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Objection :  According  to  the  tenets  of  Ved¬ 
anta,  the  silver  that  is  elsewhere  is  also  an  effect 

of  nescience  and  superimposed.  So  how  does  the 
silver  appearing  in  the  nacre  differ  from  that  ? 

Reply :  Not  so;  for  although  according  to 

you  all  things  are  equally  real,  some  of  them  are 

fleeting1  and  others  stationary2;  and  whatever 
may  be  the  determining  factor  in  this,  such  as 

peculiar  nature,  applies  to  my  case  also.3  Or 

(we  may  say)  in  the  superimposition4  of  a  jar 
etc.,  nescience  alone,  being  a  defect,  is  the  cause, 
while  in  the  case  of  the  superimposition  of  silver 

on  the  nacre,  and  so  on,  the  eye-disease  kaca  etc. 
also  are  defects.  So  the  criterion  of  something 

being  illusory  is  its  being  produced  by  some 
adventitious  defect.  Hence  a  chariot  etc.  ex¬ 

perienced  in  a  dream  are  illusory,  since  they  are 

produced  by  an  adventitious  defect,  viz.,  sleep. 

f1  Lasting  for  two  moments  only.  Examples  of 
these  are  sound,  knowledge,  desire,  etc. 

2  As,  for  instance,  a  jar. 
3  That  is,  it  is  on  account  of  their  natural  peculiarity 

etc.  that  the  silver  in  the  one  case  is  real,  and  in  the 
other  case  unreal. 

4 On  Pure  Consciousness.] 

Dream  Perception 
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“*si  trc^ifir,”  «sx- 

hsct^H”  i  “sro  m- 

»w:  ̂ sreT  <yil<4i{wfHMK^^{^ctar- 

q^rar  i  ?i*uwl  wHlu^v-Ksqr^jftsfti 

sn£mify*>i  qwcgfa^i-enrefag^  i 

Objection:  In  the  case  of  dreams,  only  the 
recollection  of  a  chariot  etc.  seen  before  serves 

to  account  for  the  phenomena ;  so  the  creation  of 
a  chariot  etc.  need  not  be  assumed,  because  it  is 
cumbrous. 

Reply:  Not  so,  for  if  only  the  recollection 

of  the  chariot  etc.  be  assumed,  it  would  contra¬ 

dict  such  experiences  as,  “I  see  a  chariot/ 7  or 
“I  saw  a  chariot  in  a  dream/'  Besides,  it 
would  clash  with  scriptural  texts  establishing 

the  creation  of  chariots  etc.,  such  as,  “But  he 
creates  the  chariot,  the  animals  to  be  yoked  to 

them,  and  the  roads"  (Br.  IV.  iii.  io).  There¬ 
fore,  like  the  silver  appearing  in  the  nacre,  the 
chariot  etc.  experienced  in  a  dream  are  also 

illusory,  and  stay  as  long  as  the  illusion  lasts. 

*R|S!i:,  5TORT  ffr  jfa  ST, 

tgrrqfagiRc^rrt  i  qiw«0*3N 
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in%VTTfe^:, 

srrsrcsrafa  srrfarvrrfewH;,  i 

“s*5  *w”  ic^i^Mcftc^rqr^g 

^mrsnapr:  ^^FmW*<Jmrr  fcfarau 
«^:^oi5TO  dc*lRaIIWI  fcSR*  I 

Objection:  In  a  dream,  the  particular  spot 

which  is  experienced  as  the  support  of  the  chariot 

etc.  not  being  also  connected  with  the  eyes,  an 
indescribable  illusory  spot  has  to  be  assumed. 

So  where  does  the  superimposition  of  the  chariot 

etc.  take  place?1 

Reply :  The  objection  is  not  valid,  for  Con¬ 
sciousness,  which  is  self-effulgent,  is  the  sub¬ 
stratum  of  the  chariot  etc.  Because  the  chariot 

etc.  that  are  experienced  (in  the  dream),  are 

experienced  as  but  existent;  hence  it  is  Con¬ 
sciousness  manifesting  itself  as  Existence  that 

is  the  substratum.  The  particular  spot  also 
is  superimposed  on  the  Consciousness  and  is 

illusory.  The  fact  of  the  chariot  etc.  being 

cognised  by  the  (corresponding)  organ  is  also 
illusory,  for  then  all  organs  are  at  rest.  As  for 

the  possibility  of  the  experience  being  in  the 

form  of,  “l  am  a  chariot, ”2  etc.,  it  should  be 

refuted  in  the  manner  already  stated.3 
Some  hold  that  the  chariot  etc.  seen  in  a 

dream  are  direct  modifications  of  the  cosmic 

illusion  (mayo);  others,  that  they  are  its  modi¬ 
fications  through  the  medium  of  the  mind. 
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[xThe  implication  is  that  in  the  absence  of  the 
substratum,  the  superimposition  is  impossible. 

2  Here  and  in  the  following  pages  the  word 

*  elephant '  is  substituted  for  '  chariot '  in  most  of  the 

editions.  ‘  Chariot '  is  obviously  the  better  reading. 
3  On  p.  55.] 

Twofold  Destruction  of  Effects: 

its  Bearing  on  Error 

3n*TC5rsf»T  I 

i  ft  fkfira:  i 

qjfera  forour  nr^tqr^i  sireft  an*, 

ft<t)<M4  ftfftr:  i  sirsrea 

wr:,  ta  fadWl^MgdRf  SdfsRTPIT  3%%  \ 

^TRTJT  fqr^f^cqfagfcfolfoaf  I  51% 

HWHHig^wr'flWHt  saimaft  ar  arfas,  gsrer- 

ar  farb*  ? 

Objection:  If  the  chariot  etc.  be  super¬ 
imposed  on  Pure  Consciousness,  since  this  is  not 

realised  in  the  present  state,1  the  chariot  etc. 
experienced  in  a  dream  would  persist  even  in  the 
awakened  state. 

Reply :  The  answer  is  this.  The  destruction 
of  an  effect  is  of  two  kinds.  In  one  the  destruc¬ 

tion  is  together  with  that  of  the  material  cause, 
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and  in  the  other  the  material  cause  is  left  un¬ 

touched.  The  first  is  nullification  ( badha ),  the 

second  is  cessation  ( nivrtti ).  The  cause  of  the 

first  is  realisation  of  the  truth  of  the  substratum,2 

for  without  that,  nescience,3  which  is  the  material 
cause,  is  not  removed.  The  cause  of  the  second 

is  the  rise  of  a  contrary  mental  state,  or  the 
removal  of  defects.  Hence,  although  in  the 

awakened  state  the  world  conjured  up  in  dreams 

may  not  be  nullified4,  in  the  absence  of  a  realisa¬ 
tion  of  Brahman,5  yet,  like  the  cessation  of  a 
jar  etc.  by  the  blow  of  a  club,  what  is  there 

to  prevent  the  cessation  of  the  chariot  etc.  (seen 

in  a  dream),  through  the  rise  of  a  contrary 
cognition,  or  through  the  removal  of  defects  such 

as  sleep  that  caused  them  ? 

[xThe  transmigratory  state  of  existence. 
2  Brahman  or  Pure  Consciousness. 

3  Though  earth  is  commonly  spoken  of  as  the 
material  cause  of  a  jar,  yet  it  is  but  nescience  in 
another  form.  So  that  is  the  true  material  cause. 

4  That  is,  destroyed  with  its  material  cause, 
nescience. 

6  That  is,  of  the  identity  of  the  individual  self  with 
Brahman.] 

jgfoRfd  top  i 
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Thus,  according  to  the  view  that  the  silver 

seen  in  a  nacre  is  an  effect  of  the  subsidiary 
nescience  abiding  in  the  Consciousness  limited 

by  the  nacre,  there  is  nullification  of  the  silver 

together  with  the  nescience  regarding  the  nacre 

by  the  knowledge  that  the  (supposed)  silver  is  a 
nacre.  While  according  to  the  view  that  it  is  an 
effect  of  the  primal  nescience,  since  the  latter 

is  destroyed  only  by  the  realisation  of  Brahman, 

there  is  just  a  cessation  of  the  silver  through  the 

knowledge  that  it  is  a  nacre — as  in  the  case  of  a 
jar  through  the  blow  of  a  club. 

srg  Kmw  swfifrnsrew**  sirforrftrereror- 

wjqnil  “star  *3 ran”  *r 

fog  ^sran”  *qrra;,  vz-  sraiit 

*r”  *f?ran,  *r,  srf? 
ntfirarewrat  fsrroviHwr-,  fcg 

Objection:  If  we  admit  an  illusory  existence 
for  the  silver  during  the  time  that  a  nacre 

appears  as  that,  there  would  be  no  (subsequent) 

knowledge  of  its  negation  for  all  time — past, 

present  and  future — in  the  form,  “It  is  not 
silver,"  but  it  should  be  of  the  form,  “Now  it  is 

not  silver,"  like,  “  Now  the  jar  is  not  black."1 
Reply :  No,  for  the  object  of  the  knowledge 

of  negation  there  is  not  a  non-existence2  the 
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counterpositiveness  relating  to  which  is  charac¬ 

terised  by  silverhood,  but  one3  the  counter¬ 
positiveness  relating  to  which,  abiding  in  the 
illusory  silver,  is  characterised  by  conventional 

reality;  for  we  admit  that  kind  of  non-existence 
the  counterpositiveness  relating  to  which  is 

characterised  by  an  attribute  abiding  in  a  differ¬ 

ent  substratum  from  its4  own  (vyadhikarana)  * 

[1That  is,  the  negation  should  be  felt  as  temporary 
— just  confined  to  the  period  of  disillusion. 

2  Non-existence  etc. — That  is,  an  absence  of  identity, 
or  a  non-existence  of  the  form,  ”  It  is  not  silver.”  The 
counterpositive  ( pratiyogin )  of  a  non-existence  is  that 
whose  existence  is  denied  ;  here,  the  silver.  Counter¬ 
positiveness  (pratiyogita)  is  an  attribute  of  that.  The 
distinguishing  characteristic  ( avacchedaka )  of  that 
counterpositiveness  here  is  silverhood  ( rajatatva :  all 

that  makes  silver  what  it  is).  The  plain  meaning  of 
the  passage  is  that  the  denial  here  is  not  of  all  silver 

as  silver  (but  only  of  illusory  silver). 

3  One  etc. — That  is,  a  non-existence  of  the  form, 

”  It  is  not  silver  that  has  conventional  reality. ’ '  The 
counterpositive  of  this  non-existence  is  illusory  silver, 
which  never  possesses  conventional  reality  like  a  jar 
or  cloth,  being  ascertained  to  be  false  even  during 

one’s  relative  state  of  existence.  A  jar  or  cloth  lacks 
the  absolute  reality  of  Brahman,  but  they  possess 
reality  in  the  popular  acceptance  of  the  term,  inasmuch 
as  they  persist  till  realisation.  Dreams,  illusions,  etc., 

are  of  a  much  flimsier  character,  for  they  are  dispelled 
as  soon  as  a  person  gets  out  of  those  states. 

4  Of  the  counterpositiveness. 

•  5  When  we  say,  "  A  cloth  does  not  exist  as  a  jar,” 
that  whose  existence  is  denied  is  the  cloth,  which  is 

5 
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therefore  the  counterpositive  of  this  negation.  A  jar  is 

a  different  substratum  from  the  cloth.  The  property 

of  that,  viz.,  jarhood,  is  the  distinguishing  character¬ 

istic  of  the  counterpositiveness  of  this  negation  ( prati - 

yogitavacchedaka).  So  the  non-existence  here  is 

vyadhikarana -  dharmavacchinna  -pratiyogitaka  - abhava , 
and  it  is  always  to  be  found  in  a  cloth.  Similarly,  in 

the  sentence,  "It  is  not  silver  that  has  conventional 

reality,"  the  absence  of  being  silver  possessed  of 
conventional  reality  is  always  to  be  met  with  in  a 

nacre,  because,  though  the  latter  may  sometimes  appear 

as  silver,  it  is  never  the  conventionally  real  silver.] 

*3  inforrfefo  ̂   qrcqrfqqvcqwrq  q  qT  ? 

3iqqq?>  ufcNl fid WorfyKM WW WiqT- 

I  clclr 

raft 

qcTcf  tfq  *T,  qTOTfqsRiq- 

Hfiwwwrifr  <5KtfigqiW- 
f*  »■  .  ’S  fN  ^ 
fq+cqicMtqq+gqqw  |<^  |  qqrcrq*TOT5rf>g  cTSfq 

<rifa»gqqr  aqif&wiaalfgcqrcq  wq- 

qq  *TT»f^*t  ̂ gqrereqqqiqi^fo&g  5T5T  S^cq- 

qfftcqr  ^%q  ̂ ifcqaifqfd  %<*,  q, 

fseqRU 



PERCEPTION 

67 

Objection:  In  the  illusory  silver,  is  the  (con¬ 

ventional)  reality  known  or  not?  If  it  is  un¬ 
known,  there  being  an  absence  of  knowledge  of 

the  existence  (in  the  illusory  silver)  of  silver  that 

is  possessed  of  the  distinguishing  characteristic1 
of  the  counterpositiveness  (relating  to  the 

absence),  there  cannot  be  a  perception  of  the 

absence.2  And  if  the  reality  is  known,  since 
perceptual  knowledge  depends  on  the  existence 

of  its  object  at  the  time,  a  (conventional)  reality 
that  is  indescribable  is  also  produced  in  the  silver, 

just  as  the  latter  is  (in  the  nacre) ;  therefore  how 
can  there  be  the  absence  of  silver  characterised 

by  (conventional)  reality  in  the  nacre  while  there 
is  the  presence  of  silver  so  characterised  ? 

Reply:  Not  so;  for  since  it  is  possible  for 

the  (conventional)  reality  belonging  to  the  sub¬ 

stratum3  (of  the  illusory  silver)  to  be  cognised  in 
the  silver,  we  do  not  admit  that  (conventional) 

reality  is  produced  in  the  silver.  It  is  only  where 
the  thing  superimposed  is  not  connected  with  the 

organ,  that  the  origination  of  an  illusory  thing  is 

admitted.  Hence,  there  being  the  possibility  of 
cognition  of  the  redness  belonging  to  a  hibiscus 
in  a  crystal,  since  the  flower  is  connected  with 

the  organ,  there  is  no  origination  of  an  indescrib¬ 
able  redness  in  the  crystal. 

Objection:  In  that  case,  where  the  hibiscus 

is  not  connected  with  the  organ  on  account  of  the 
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intervention  of  some  other  substance,  and  yet 

redness  is  cognised,  you  must  admit  an  illusory 
redness. 

Reply :  No  harm,  for  we  accept  this. 
Thus  in  other  cases  of  erroneous  perception 

also  it  may  be  shown  that  the  general  definition 

of  perception  is  applicable,  and  that  of  a  valid 

perception4  is  inapplicable. 

[Wiz.,  conventional  reality,  the  counterpositive 

being  the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such  silver. 

2  The  perception  of  non-existence  depends  upon  the 
knowledge  of  its  counterpositive  as  possessed  of  its 

distinguishing  characteristic.  For  instance,  the  absence 

of  a  jar  as  possessed  of  jarhood  cannot  be  perceived 

unless  such  a  jar  has  already  been  known.  Now,  since 

no  illusory  silver  ever  possesses  conventional  reality,  the 

absence  of  it  as  possessed  of  that  reality  cannot  be 

perceived  in  the  illusory  silver. 

3  The  nacre. 

4  Viz.,  that  it  must  be  uncontradicted.] 

Perception  Through  or  Without 

an  Organ 

gtrfj  mraudVir  feferq— tfeprerei  er?- 
sire^fer  i  aSfepnsRT  wro 

.1  < 

I  ̂ rffor  qreifiqq- 

sic^srsr  asrcfo  i  ere  srnirossr- 
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^  JTc^T 

fsrtf  apj^r:,  sftstwrfa  qfcfeggaqr 

frqff^roisrawran*  1  skt  n*Tgwt 

mr  f?r:”  dir  1  ffcftercf#gn3ft  q*or$i«$5ft- 
a^CT^ro^tc«Tftiw>5q5rraT  nksn,  “Srtfsis^t  *rar 

«?p”  r%  ireqgrei  swcswgwmf  nkysa  1 
squfqrrgf  STc^q;  I 

dir  ̂ raqfbrraraf  1 

The  above-mentioned  perception  is  twofold 

in  another  way — that  due  to  the  organs,  and  that 
not  due  to  them.  Of  these,  that  not  due  to  the 

organs  is  the  perception  of  happiness  etc.,  for 
the  view  that  the  mind  is  an  organ  has  been 

refuted.1  The  organs  are  five,  consisting  of  the 
nose,  tongue,  eye,  ear  and  skin.  All  the  organs 

lead  to  perceptual  knowledge  only  when  they 
are  connected  with  their  respective  objects. 

Among  them,  the  nose,  tongue  and  skin  generate 

cognitions  of  smell,  taste  and  touch,  just  remain¬ 

ing  at  their  seats,  while  the  eye  and  ear  appre¬ 
hend  their  respective  objects  by  themselves 

reaching  the  space  occupied  by  those  objects; 
because  it  is  possible  for  the  ear,  too,  to  reach 

the  space  occupied  by  a  kettle-drum  etc.,  since  it 
is  limited  like  the  eye  and  so  on.  Hence  we  have 

the  experience,  "I  have  heard  the  sound  of  the 
kettle-drum/'  The  assumption2  that  an  endless 
series  of  sounds  is  produced  in  the  region  of  the 
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auditory  passage,  like  a  series  of  waves,  or  other¬ 

wise,3  is  cumbrous,  and  such  also  is  the  assump¬ 

tion  that  the  perception,  t€  I  have  heard  the  sound 
of  the  kettle-drum/ '  is  an  illusion.4 

Thus  perception  has  been  explained. 

|/0n  pp.  12-13. 
2  Of  the  Nyaya  philosophy. 
3  Refers  to  the  manner  of  kadamba  buds,  all  the 

hlaments  of  which  appear  simultaneously. 

4  Because,  according  to  this  view,  what  one  hears  is 
a  sound  of  the  same  class  as  the  sound  of  the  kettle¬ 
drum.] 
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INFERENCE 

Inference  is  the  Knowledge  of 

Invariable  Concomitance 

srengmsr  i  i 

sqrfaqRsrew  i  sqrfl^rRig- 

Now  inference  (anumana)  is  being  described. 
It  is  the  instrument  of  inferential  knowledge 

(anumiti).  And  the  latter  is  produced  by  the 

knowledge  of  invariable  concomitance  (vyapti)1 
purely  in  its  character  as  the  knowledge  of  in¬ 

variable  concomitance.2  The  self-reflective  cog¬ 
nition3  etc.4  of  the  knowledge  of  invariable  con¬ 
comitance  are  not  inferential  knowledge,  because 

they  are  not  produced  by  the  knowledge  of 
invariable  concomitance  as  such. 

I1  Between  the  thing  to  be  inferred  ( sadhya )  and  the 
reason  or  ground  from  which  we  infer  ( hetu ),  the  latter 

being  the  subordinate  concomitant  ( vydpya ).  In  the 

sentence,  "The  hill  has  fire,  because  it  has  smoke," 
fire  is  the  thing  to  be  inferred,  the  hill  is  th6  subject 

or  thing  in  which  it  is  inferred  ( paksa ),  and  smoke 

is  the  reason.  We  know  from  experience  that  wher¬ 
ever  there  is  smoke,  there  is  fire.  In  other  words, 
smoke  never  exists  where  fire  does  not.  This  is 

invariable  concomitance.  According  to  the  Nyaya 

philosophy,  the  sight  of  smoke  in  the  hill,  followed  by 
the  recollection  of  this  invariable  concomitance  and 
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the  consideration  (parametria)  that  the  hill  has  smoke, 

which  is  the  subordinate  concomitant  of  (i.e.  never 

exists  without)  fire,  leads  to  the  inferential  knowledge 

that  the  hill  has  tire.  The  Vedantic  conception  of  the 

origin  of  inferential  knowledge  differs  from  this  in 

certain  respects,  which  will  presently  be  dealt  with. 

2  And  not  as  an  object  etc.  See  note  4. 

3  See  note  6  on  p.  22. 

4  Refers  to  recollection,  verbal  comprehension,  etc. 
In  the  self-reflective  cognition  of  the  knowledge  of 
invariable  concomitance  (that  is,  when  we  know  that 

we  have  this  knowledge),  the  latter  is  a  cause  as  an 

object ;  in  the  recollection  of  that,  it  is  a  cause  as  the 

experience  of  an  identical  object  (with  that  of  the 

corresponding  perception)  ;  and  in  the  verbal  compre¬ 
hension  of  it,  as  the  knowledge  of  the  meaning  of 

words,  and  so  on.] 

«ink:  1  g 

The  instrument  of  inferential  knowledge  is  the 
knowledge  of  invariable  concomitance.  The 

latent  impression  of  that  knowledge  is  the  inter¬ 

mediate  operation  ( vyapara )/  But  the  consid¬ 

eration  (pardmarsa) — which  is  the  third  cogni¬ 

tion2 — of  the  sign3  or  reason  as  being  present  in 
the  thing  where  something  is  inferred  ( paksa ),  is 



INFERENCE 
73 

not  an  instrument  of  inferential  knowledge;  for 

since  it  cannot  be  proved  that  it  is  (even)  a  cause 

of  inferential  knowledge,  the  question  of  its  being 

an  instrument4  of  that  is  easily  set  aside. 
It  cannot  be  urged  that  since  inferential 

knowledge  is  produced  by  latent  impressions,5  it 
comes  under  recollection ;  for  since  the  criterion 

of  recollection  is  the  fact  that  it  is  produced  by 

the  previous  non-existence6  of  recollection  or  by 
latent  impressions  alone,  the  fact  of  its  being 

produced  by  latent  impressions,  which  is  appli¬ 

cable  to  their  destruction7  as  well  (as  to  recollec¬ 
tion),  is  not  a  criterion  of  recollection. 

[J  Vydpdra  in  Nyaya  is  defined  as  that  which  is 
caused  by  something  else  and  yet  helps  to  produce  the 

result  of  that  something ;  the  intermediate  cause.  Here 

is  another  point  of  difference  with  Nyaya,  according  to 

which  the  operation  is  paramaria , 

2  According  to  the  logicians,  first  we  see  the  presence 
of  smoke  in  a  kitchen  etc.;  then  we  recollect  that  smoke 

is  never  without  fire  ;  next  we  consider  that  the  smoke 

is  in  the  hill  where  the  fire  is  inferred.  So  considera¬ 

tion  is  cognition  of  the  reason  for  the  third  time,  and 

is  an  instrument  of  inferential  knowledge.  This  view 

of  the  logicians  is  rebutted. 

3  Linga :  that  from  which  something  is  inferred  ;  the 
reason. 

4  Which  is  an  extraordinary  cause. 
5  Which  constitute  the  operation  of  it. 
6  According  to  Nyaya,  prior  to  the  moment  that  a 

positive  entity  comes  into  being,  there  is  the  previous 

non-existence  of  it,  which  is  without  a  beginning.  And 
when  that  ceases,  the  thing  is  produced. 
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7  The  destruction  of  latent  impressions  would  be 
impossible,  were  they  non-existent.  Hence  the  latter 
are  a  cause  of  that.] 

q  jsr  qq  oqifot^ll^fofd^dq  ^$7 

qf*  ^^rcdlidfrcqfiqq:, 

■HjldVlKl^qi^  |  sr  ̂  *.i  fq^IPJ  W > 

qgsqtercqrfq  srswfcqicu  qqg  “m 

qgreWdTglfr  “eprt  q^ssnur:”  fRT^flqrfsd- 

qtewflgfe q “qfgqiq” scqgfefq^qfa i  qg 

qw»  sqrfR^nrq:,  q$r?q  “qf&qwMuqMqn” 

fcqrfq  fqfewTST  qr,  %gc%q  ̂ RSqsftqq:,  qkqRTHT- 

wqm  |  5W  anfiigR  qfffqqq^aqf^I  qq 

^arq;,  q  g  qjidfiq<wwwhi  tfq  “q^cft  qf$qrq” 

ff?T  qRFT  q*5isj  qq  STgfafqcqq;,  q  qfcrfsjr, 

q^r  qgq^cq^lqqifidcqidi  i 

Nor  can  it  be  questioned  how,  in  a  case  where 

inferential  knowledge  arises  from  recollection, 
latent  impressions  can  be  the  cause;  for  even  in 
the  case  of  a  recollection  of  invariable  concomi¬ 

tance,  it  is  the  latent  impressions  of  that  which 
are  the  cause.  There  is  no  hard  and  fast  rule 

that  recollection  destroys  latent  impressions,  for 
we  come  across  a  series  of  recollections.  Nor 

would  inferential  knowledge  arise  even  from  un- 
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awakened  latent  impressions,  for  the  awakening 
of  them  is  also  an  auxiliary  (to  it).  Thus  the 

inferential  knowledge,  “(The  hill)  has  fire,” 
arises  when  one  has  knowledge  of  the  reason 

(smoke)  being  present  in  the  thing  (the  hill) 
where  something  (fire)  is  to  be  inferred,  in  the 

form,  “This  has  smoke,”  and  there  is  awaken¬ 
ing  of  the  latent  impression  left  by  the  (previous) 

experience,  “Smoke  is  a  subordinate  concomi¬ 
tant  of  fire.”  But  neither  the  recollection  of 
invariable  concomitance  nor  a  qualified  knowl¬ 

edge1  resulting  from  it,  such  as,  “This  has 
smoke,  which  is  a  subordinate  concomitant  of 

fire,”2  should  be  assumed  in  between3  as  the 
cause,  for  it  is  cumbrous  and  unwarranted.  That 

knowledge  of  invariable  concomitance  is  an  in¬ 

strument4  only  in  respect  of  the  knowledge  of  the 
fire,  and  not  in  respect  of  that  of  the  hill.  Hence 

the  knowledge,  “The  hill  has  fire,”  is  inferential 
only  in  respect  of  the  fire,  and  not  of  the  hill,  for 

we  have  already5  proved  that  in  respect  of  the 
latter  the  knowledge  is.  a  perception. 

[*  A  knowledge  which  apprehends  both  the  substan¬ 
tive  and  the  qualifying  attribute.  In  a  valid  cognition, 

for  example,  “  The  hill  has  fire,  because  it  has  smoke,” 
the  qualifying  attribute  (fire)  is  present  in  the  substan¬ 
tive  (hill).  But  in  a  case  of  error,  as  in  the  sentence, 

“  The  lake  has  fire,  because  it  has  water,”  the  qualifying 
attribute  (fire)  is  absent  in  the  substantive  (lake). 

2  This  is  consideration  (paramarsa) — the  knowledge 
that  a  thing  (e.g.  smoke)  possessed  of  the  invariable 

concomitance  of  some  other  thing  (fire),  that  is. 
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invariably  dependent  on  it,  is  present  in  the  subject  or 

the  thing  where  the  latter  is  to  be  inferred  ( paksa ). 

3  Between  the  awakening  of  the  recollection  and  the 
inferential  knowledge. 

4  Of  inferential  knowledge. 
5  On  pp.  21-22.] 

ftsFrt  myqflq:,  i 

Invariable  concomitance  is  co-existence  with 

the  thing  to  be  inferred  that  must  abide  in  all 

substra turns  of  the  reason.  It  is  apprehended 

by  the  observation  of  concomitance  when  no 
violation  of  the  latter  has  been  noticed.  As  to 

whether  this  observation  of  concomitance  should 

be  repeated  experience  or  a  first  experience,  no 
importance  need  be  attached  to  this  distinction, 

for  the  deciding  factor  is  simply  the  observation 
of  concomitance. 

Inference  is  only  Affirmative 

^TTwnrT% 
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s&i  aft ,_,ry 

^tcTt^rrm- 
g^rra:  i  n^r 

That  inference  is  only  of  one  form,1  viz., 

affirmative,  ( anvayin ),2  but  not  purely  affirmative 
(kevalanvayin)3 ;  for  according  to  our  view,  every 
attribute  is  the  counterpositive  of  the  absolute 

non-existence4  abiding  in  Brahman,5  and  hence 
there  is  no  scope  for  the  purely  affirmative 
inference,  in  which  the  thing  to  be  inferred  must 

not  be  the  counterpositive  of  non-existence.  Nor 

has  inference  a  negative  ( vyatirekin )  form6;  for 
the  knowledge  of  invariable  concomitance  sub¬ 
sisting  between  the  absence  of  the  thing  to  be 

inferred  and  that  of  the  reason — the  former 

leading  to  the  latter — is  of  no  use  for  deducing 

the  thing  to  be  inferred  from  the  reason.7  How 
then  can  even  a  person  who  is  unaware  of  the 

affirmative  invariable  concomitance8  of  smoke 

etc.  (with  fire  etc.)  have  inferential  knowledge® 
through  his  knowledge  of  negative  invariable 

concomitance?10  From  the  means  of  knowledge 
called  presumption  (arthdpatti) ,  as  we  shall 

explain.11  For  this  very  reason,12  inference  has 
no  such  form  as  both  affirmative  and  negative 

( anvaya-vyatirekin ),13  for  the  knowledge  of 
negative  invariable  concomitance  is  not  a  cause 

of  inferential  knowledge. 

I1 'Not  three,  as  in  Nyaya,  viz.,  purely  affirmative 
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(kevaldnvayin),  purely  negative  ( kevala-vyatirekin )  and 
both  affirmative  and  negative  ( anvaya-vyatirekin ). 

2  In  which  from  the  presence  of  something  in  a 

particular  place  or  thing  some  other  thing  is  inferred. 

For  example,  "  The  hill  has  tire,  because  it  has  smoke/' 
Here  we  have  both  similar  and  contrary  instances. 

3 For  example,  "A  jar  is  namable,  because  it  is 
knowable."  Here  there  is  no  contrary  instance,  since 
everything  is  namable. 

4  As  in  the  proposition,  "  There  is  no  jar." 

5  Since  Brahman  is  absolutely  devoid  of  attributes, 

there  is  always  the  absence  of  all  attributes  in  It ;  and 

every  attribute  is  a  counterpositive  of  that  non¬ 
existence. 

6  Where  from  the  absence  of  something  we  infer  the 

absence  of  some  other  thing.  For  example,  "The 
lake  has  no  smoke,  because  it  has  no  fire."  This 
includes  the  second  form  of  inference  admitted  by  the 
logicians,  viz.,  the  purely  negative,  illustrated  by  the 

proposition,  "Earth  is  different  from  other  things, 
because  it  has  smell." 

7  Even  if  two  negatives  stand  to  each  other  in  the 

relation  of  principal  and  subordinate  concomitant,  it 
does  not  warrant  us  to  infer  the  same  kind  of  relation 

between  the  two  positive  entities  of  which  they  are 
negations. 

8 For  example,  "Wherever  there  is  smoke,  there  is 

fire." 9 Such  as,  "The  hill  has  fire." 
10 For  example,  "Where  there  is  no  fire,  there  is  no 

smoke. * ' 
11  In  Chapter  V. 

12  This  is  explained  by  the  last  part  of  the  sentence. 

13  Since  negative  inference  is  repudiated  by  Vedanta, 

this  third  form  of  inference  admitted  by  the  logicians, 
which  involves  negative  inference,  is  also  inadmissible.] 
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Inference  for  Oneself  and  for 
Others  :  Syllogism 

r^iN,  i^g  wmreiran  i  »nst  amrass- 

^rga[Pi:  i  sirora  w*  ss— ufay&iW^qi:, 

'j^m<<jftq*iqpi*T«*i^;qr  i  a  <3  qsa,  awwwfc- 
5qrf^q^ilcr^<»q^q^wi%qT^r«hNq^s,^ 

sqfelTrl  | 

That  inference  is  again  twofold  according  to 
its  division  into  that  meant  for  oneself  and  that 
meant  for  others.  Of  these,  the  former  has 

already1  been  described.  The  latter,  however, 
requires  the  help  of  syllogisms.  A  syllogism  is  a 
group  of  component  parts.  These  are  but  three 
in  number,  viz.,  the  proposition  to  be  proved, 

reason  and  example,  or  example,  application2 
and  conclusion,  and  not  five3;  for,  since  it  is 
possible  to  exhibit  the  invariable  concomitance 
and  the  presence  of  the  reason  in  the  subject 
( paksa )  by  three  component  parts  only,  two 
additional  component  parts  are  useless. 

I1  On  p.  76,  in  the  passage  beginning  with,  “It  is 
apprehended/'  etc. 

2  A  statement  that  the  reason  (e.g.  smoke),  which 
never  exists  where  the  thing  to  be  inferred  (e.g.  fire) 

does  not,  is  present  in  the  subject  of  the  inference 

(e.g.  a  hill). 

3  As  the  logicians  hold.  According  to  them  the 
component  parts  are:  The  proposition  to  be  proved 
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( pratijna ),  reason  ( hetu ),  example  (udaharana) ,  appli¬ 
cation  (upanaya)  and  conclusion  ( nigamana ).  The 

following  are  illustrations  of  these  in  order: 

(1)  The  hill  has  fire. 

(2)  Because  it  has  smoke. 
(3)  Whatever  has  smoke  has  fire,  as  a  kitchen. 

(4)  This  is  also  like  that. 
(5)  The  hill  has  fire,  which  is  always  present  where 

there  is  smoke.] 

Inference  Proves  the  Unreality  of  the 

Universe  :  Definition  of  Unreality 

fifcajieei&rfs;:  I  — agrfiref  ̂   fn&n,  atp- 

?TOT  gfejSWR;  I  *T  ̂   §®F?TI- 

i  w  1  fajrairN  fv  yi- 

1  ‘sifwra’-qf  r:  stort- 

¥t^rt  ̂ rrawc^gf  1 

a^fllc^flcyrdl^N*  5#  ̂ TcTOT  ||”  | 
After  inference  has  thus  been  set  forth,  it  will 

prove  the  unreality  of  the  entire  universe,  which 
is  other  than  Brahman.  For  instance:  All  that 

is  other  than  Brahman  is  unreal,  because  it  is 
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other  than  Brahman;  whatever  is  such  (other 
than  Brahman)  is  like  this  (unreal),  as  silver  in 
a  nacre.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  example 
cited  is  unfounded,  because  it  has  already  been 

proved.1  Nor  is  the  reason  proffered  without 
any  corroborative  argument,  for  in  order  to  prove 
the  unreality  of  silver  in  a  nacre,  a  snake  in  a 
rope,  etc.,  it  is  the  fact  of  their  being  other  than 
Brahman  that  is  the  corroborative  argument, 

because  this  is  simpler.2  Unreality  consists  in 
something3  being  the  counterpositive  of  the 
absolute  non-existence4  that  abides  in  whatever5 

is  supposed6  to  be  its  substratum.  The  term 

‘  supposed  to  be '  is  used  to  guard7  against  the 
futility  of  the  definition  on  account  of  the  absence 

of  any  true  substratum  of  the  thing  that  is  unreal, 

and  the  word  4  whatever '  is  for  precluding  a 
different  thing8  from  the  one  in  question.  So  it 

has  been  said,9  “The  unreality  of  all  things 
consists  in  their  being  counterpositives  of  the 
absolute  non-existence  that  abides  in  what  is 

supposed  to  be  their  substratum." 

f1  On  p.  64,  in  the  first  paragraph. 

2  Than  stating,  as  one  may,  that  a  thing  is  unreal  if 
it  is  produced  by  a  defect  other  than  nescience. 

3  E.g.  silver  in  the  nacre. 
4  As  expressed  in  the  sentence,  “  There  is  no  silver 

here.” 5  E.g.  a  nacre. 

6  Not  simply  actually  so.  The  cognition  may  be  an 
erroneous  one. 

7  Thus,  the  nacre  being  the  supposed  substratum, 
the  definition  will  apply  to  it. 

6 
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8  Viz.,  real  co-existence,  as  in  the  case  of  the 

conjunction  of  a  monkey  with  a  tree.  Since  the  con¬ 
junction  is  at  the  top,  but  not  at  the  root,  there  is  the 

non-existence  of  the  conjunction  as  well  as  its  counter¬ 
positive,  conjunction,  in  the  same  substratum,  the  tree. 

And  yet  the  conjunction  is  not  unreal.  The  word 

‘whatever'  excludes  such  a  case  from  the  purview  of 
the  definition. 

9  By  Citsukhacarya  in  the  Citsukhl ,  Ch.  I,  verse  7, 
p.  39,  N.  S.  Ed.] 

TOwatf-rewgffltf  asnoiq;  1  — 

“stfsjsr:  1 

iym%  n”  i 
Or  the  proof  of  a  thing’s  unreality  is  an 

inference  like  the  following :  ‘  ‘  This  cloth  is  a 
counterpositive  of  the  absolute  non-existence1 
abiding  in  these  threads,  because  it  is  a  cloth;  as 

is  the  case  with  any  other  cloth.”  So  it  has  been 

said,2  "  Things3  that  have  parts  are  counter¬ 
positives  of  the  non-existence  abiding  in  those 

parts,4  because  they  have  parts;  as  is  the  case 
with  other  things  that  have  parts.  With  regard 

to  quality  etc.5  (also),  the  same  kind  of  inference 

holds  good.”* 
[*  That  is,  a  non-existence  of  the  form,  ‘‘There  is 

no  cloth  here.” 

2  Op.  cit.,  Ch.  I,  verse  8,  p.  40. 

’E.g.,  a  cloth. 
4 Viz.,  threads. 

“That  is,  quality,  action,  generic  attribute,  etc. 
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6 For  example,  “This  colour  of  the  cloth  is  a 
counterpositive  of  the  absolute  non-existence  abiding 
in  the  threads,  because  it  is  a  colour ;  as  is  the  case 

with  other  colours.”  Similarly,  other  qualities  as  also 
generic  attribute  etc.  are  to  be  taken  as  counterpositives 

of  the  absolute  non-existence  abiding  in  those  threads.] 

*r  *ar  sicq^r  sir*, 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  a  jar  etc.  are  un¬ 

real,  it  would  contradict  the  perception,  “The 
jar  is  existent  ’  ’ ;  for  since  the  existence  of  the 
substratum  of  the  jar,  viz..  Brahman,  is  the 

object  of  this  perception,  the  reality  of  a  jar  etc. 
is  unfounded. 

ft  ̂   agior: ST* 

sn  1  sift 

s^IUT:, 

*T  footer:  I 

It  cannot  be  urged:  How  can  Brahman, 

which  is  colourless,  be  an  object  of  ocular1  cogni¬ 
tion?  For  colour  etc.,  which  are  without 

colour,2  are  objects  of  perception.  Nor  does  the 
accepted  principle  that  a  colourless  substance  is 
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incapable  of  being  perceived  by  the  eye  etc.  (go 

against  us),  for  according  to  our  view,  the  fact  of 

Brahman’s  being  a  substance  is  unfounded.  You 
hold  that  a  substance  is  that  which  is  the  sub¬ 

stratum  of  qualities,  or  which  is  an  inherent 

cause.  But  Brahman,  which  is  devoid  of  quali¬ 
ties,  cannot  be  the  substratum  of  qualities;  nor 

is  It  an  inherent  cause,  for  inherence  is  un¬ 

founded.3  Or,  even  if  Brahman  be  admitted  to 
be  a  substance,  still  there  is  no  contradiction  in 

Its  being  an  object  of  ocular  cognition,  like  time, 

which  is  colourless.4 

[*  The  printed  editions  read  cdksusadi  (ocular  or  any 
other).  The  word  adi  (etc.)  is  obviously  out  of  place 

here,  as  also  in  the  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph. 

2  Because,  according  to  Nyaya,  a  quality  or  action 
does  not  possess  any  other  quality  or  action. 

3  See  p.  24,  1.  17,  and  note  2  on  p.  25. 

4  According  to  the  Mimamsakas,  in  every  perception 
the  particular  time  also  is  perceived.  See  p.  5  and  note 

5  on  p.  6.] 

Existence  is  Threefold 

*racr  fafavi  gran-^ qronfa*  aragfotf  snfgr- 
wfgwift  1  nwfsptf  gra  agim,  srasrfttf 

gra*ran*n^:,  mfenrfra*  gra  i  erar- 

*  gm”  ffa  aragrfaigra 
aranmni  f^r^vfr  *  ggrgftur, 

firdn:  1  srjgra.  ̂   * 
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gcqsararefe&qqf  i  d«4is<w%i  fawne^ig- 
Tngrfirf^  \ 

Or  (we  may  say)  there  are  three  kinds  of 

existence:  absolute,1  conventional2  and  illusory.3 
Absolute  existence  belongs  to  Brahman,  conven¬ 
tional  existence  to  the  ether  etc.,  and  illusory 

existence  to  silver  in  a  nacre.  Thus  the  per¬ 

ception,  “The  jar  is  existent,’’  is  valid,  as  it 
treats  of  conventional  existence.  In  this  alter¬ 

native,  the  negation  of  a  jar  etc.  in  Brahman  is 

not  a  negation  of  those  things  as  they  actually 

are,4  but  only  as  absolute  reality.5  Again,  in 
this  alternative,  we  should  understand  that  in  the 

definition6  of  unreality  the  absolute  non-existence 
is  to  be  so  qualified  as  to  convey  the  additional 

idea,  “And  the  counterpositiveness  relating  to 

which  is  characterised  by  absoluteness.’’7  There¬ 
fore  the  inference  about  the  unreality  (of  the 

universe)  is  valid. 

[“Which  remains  uncontradicted  for  all  time. 

“Which  abides  till  the  realisation  of  one’s  identity 
with  Brahman — that  is,  what  is  popularly  known  as 
real. 

“Which  is  destroyed  as  soon  as  the  obstacles  to 
proper  vision,  such  as  distance,  diseases  of  the  eye  and 

sleep,  are  removed ;  e.g.  a  mirage. 

“That  is,  as  phenomenal  entities. 
“Which  Brahman  alone  is. 

‘Given  on  p.  81,  11.  10-13. 
7  The  above  words  should  be  added  at  the  end  of  the 

sentence  setting  forth  the  definition.] 
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COMPARISON 

arcrtwH  i  ?rar  ̂ ng^wm^qigproraq:  i 

craifi? — «ni^5  SfOTtfr^^T  3^*^  5t*r  *t5ppt  *ra^- 

srfc  srerfa  sEftfc:  “®rt  fqtr^t  *Ttergsr:” 
ffir  1  cT^TtR^  n^ten 

*ft:”  1 

«K^ojh,  tftf^gnSR^nSSPWtW  **5**  I 

Now  comparison  is  being  described.  The 

instrument  of  the  valid  knowledge  of  similarity 

is  comparison.  For  instance,  a  man  who  has 

seen  a  cow  in  cities  and  has  gone  to  a  forest, 

where  his  eyes  have  come  in  contact  with  a 

gayal  ( gavaya ),  has  the  cognition,1  “This 
creature  is  like  a  cow.”  Then  he  has  the  certi¬ 

tude,  “  My  cow  is  like  this.”  Here,  by  a  process 
of  agreement  and  difference,  the  knowledge  of 

that  likeness  of  a  cow  which  exists  in  a  gayal  is 

the  instrument,  and  the  knowledge  of  that  like¬ 
ness  of  a  gayal  which  exists  in  a  cow  is  the 

result.3 

I1  Which  is  a  recognition. 

2 That  is,  comparison.] 
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sr  nrc^r^T  siwwft, 

wwftgflmgjwq  sr#^- 

zm.  i  fnfq 

qgfasw  »g!g<wid41firc^Rt, 

^fr  95<ldyigSWHfd^Nft  ̂ T  cTc^Tg^i:, 

q*n  ftaftg^TgSgirfNfrft  A^y§?i:— 

*.c4fgmdlcT  dc^TMW  *fd  dl-^HL  I  ̂ ferT^WI- 

sradftsfq  “31%^  srssft  jRffcn  *fh”  s[f?r 

fes^rat,  “^rfqsflfa”  tcq^dqww  i  dwrgww 
hrfct^i 

^HwqfiMwwiaMMWMR’Btfy.  i 
This  is  not  possible  through  perception,  for 

then  the  cow  is  not  in  contact  with  the  eyes. 

Nor  is  it  possible  through  inference,1  for  that 
likeness  of  a  cow  which  exists  in  a  gayal  is  not 

the  sign  (reason)  of  that  likeness  of  a  gayal  which 
exists  in  a  cow.  Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  this  is 

possible  through  the  following  inference: 

My  cow  is  like  this  gayal. 

Because  it  corresponds  to  its  likeness  exist¬ 
ing  in  a  gayal. 

That  which  corresponds  to  its  likeness  exist¬ 
ing  in  a  thing  is  like  the  latter. 

As  Caitra,  who  corresponds  to  his  likeness 

existing  in  Maitra,  is  like  him. 
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For  even  without  this  inference,  the  cognition, 

"My  cow  is  like  this,”  is  a  matter  of  common 
experience,  and  one  has  also  the  self-reflective 

cognition,3  "I  am  comparing3  (the  two).” 
Hence  comparison  is  a  distinct  means  of  knowl¬ 
edge. 

[l  As  it  is  held  by  Sankhya  and  Vaisesika. 

2  See  note  6  on  p.  22. 
.  3  Not  inf erring.  ] 
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VERBAL  TESTIMONY 

«rai*wfr  i  aret4fayfof?r- 

y'y*if  oisrreftui  n  ergre4  sotpjth  i  ̂ iw 
5T«rarifr 

^c^rfi  ̂ KPTTf^  i 

Now  verbal  testimony  is  being  discussed. 
That  sentence  is  a  means  of  valid  knowledge  in 

which  the  relation  (among  the  meanings  of 

words)  that  is  the  object  of  its  intention1  is  not 

contradicted  by  any  other  means2  of  valid  knowl¬ 
edge.  The  knowledge  arising  from  a  sentence 

has  four  causes,  viz.,  expectancy,  consistency, 

contiguity  and  the  knowledge  of  the  intention.3 

pThat  is,  which  is  intended  by  the  sentence. 
2  Of  the  same  class. 
3  In  Nyaya,  it  is  the  knowledge  of  the  other  three 

as  well  that  is  the  cause.] 

Expectancy 

fcqisretfr  ferarai;, 

m.  i  ftrow- 
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fafer  “cRTO9n”%r^s  i 
Of  these,  expectancy  is  the  capacity  of  the 

meanings  of  words  to  become  objects  of  inquiry 

regarding  each  other.  For  when  we  hear  a 

word  signifying  an  action,  something  connected 
with  the  latter  becomes  an  object  of  our  inquiry; 

when  we  hear  a  word  meaning  something  con¬ 
nected  with  an  action,  that  action  becomes  such 

an  object;  and  when  we  hear  a  word  conveying 

an  accessory  of  an  action,  its  modus  operandi 

becomes  an  object  of  our  inquiry.1  The  word 

'  capacity  ’  is  inserted  (in  the  definition) ,  because 
even  one  who  is  not  inclined  to  inquire  compre¬ 
hends  the  meaning  of  a  sentence.  Since  the 

determining  characteristic  ( avacchedaka )2  of  that 
capacity  is  the  fact  of  being  an  action,  that  of 

being  something  connected  with  an  action  ( Mr  a - 
katva),  and  so  on,  the  definition  is  not  too  wide 

so  as  to  include  words  (in  the  nominative  case) 

like,  'A  cow,’  ‘A  horse,’  etc.3  While  in  cases 
where  words  in  apposition  bring  out  an  identity 
of  meaning,  that  determining  characteristic  is  the 

fact  of  being  signified  by  words  having  the  same 

case-ending;  hence  the  definition  is  not  too 

narrow  to  include  sentences  like,  “Thou  art 

That’’  (CM.  VI  viii.  7  ff).4 

[J  For  example,  when  somebody  says,  ‘  Bring,’  we 

are  inclined  to  ask:  ‘What?’  or  ‘Whom?  ’  Similarly 

when  we  hear  the  word  ‘him,’  we  expect  a  verb  like 

‘bring.’  And  when  we  hear  the  sentence,  ‘‘One  who 
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desires  heaven  should  perform  the  new  and  full  moon 

sacrifices/’  the  concluding  phrase  (which)  in  Sanskrit  is 
in  the  instrumental  case)  leads  us  to  inquire  into  its 

steps — how  exactly  the  sacrifice  should  be  done. 

2  By  which  instances  of  that  kind  of  capacity  can  be 
spotted  out  and  grouped  together. 

3  Which  do  not,  according  to  the  rules  of  Sanskrit 
grammar,  normally  suggest  any  corresponding  terms,  as 
do  words  in  the  accusative  and  other  cases. 

4 Here  the  words  'thou’  and  'That/  being  apposi- 
tional,  might  be  excluded  from  the  purview  of  the 

definition,  if  the  determining  characteristic  of  the  capa¬ 
city  for  rousing  inquiry  were  the  same  as  before.  Hence 
a  different  one  is  given.] 

qgregtfareSr  “st 

tc^h  enssir- 

ns-  1 

It  is  in  view  of  such  expectancy  that  under  the 

topic  of  “Relative  Strength/'1  in  the  passage. 
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“Those  curds  belong  to  the  ViSvadevas,  and  the 

whey  is  for  the  Vajins,”2  the  procedure  is  laid 
down  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no  expectancy  of 

the  whey,3  since  the  sacrifice  pertaining  to  the 

ViSvadevas  has  connection  with  curds  only.4 

Objection:  Even  there,5  although  the  whey 
is  not  actually  an  object  of  inquiry,  yet  it  certainly 

has  the  capacity  for  being  such,  because  the 

determining  characteristic  of  something  being  an 

object  of  inquiry  in  connection  with  sacrifices  is 
the  fact  of  its  being  an  article  of  offering. 

Reply:  Not  so;  for  the  determining  charac¬ 

teristic  in  question  is  the  fact  of  something®  being 
an  article  of  offering  in  the  absence  of  an  appre¬ 

hension  of  the  connection7  of  something  else8  of 

the  same  class9  as  itself;  and  as  with  regard  to 
the  article  whey  there  is  an  apprehension  of  the 

connection  of  another  thing  of  the  same  class  as 

itself,  viz.,  curds,  the  whey10  is  not  such  a  deter¬ 
mining  characteristic.  But  in  the  case  of  the 

curds,  it  is  not  so;  for  then11  there  is  no  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  connection  of  the  whey.  In  other 

instances12  also,  it  is  the  absence  of  expectancy 
that  should  be  understood  to  be  the  criterion  of 

weakness. 

[l  Topic  7  of  Jaimini’s  Purva-Mlmamsa-Sutras  III. 

iii.,  aphorism  14  of  which  reads  as  follows:  “Where 
direct  enunciation  (case-endings,  affixes,  etc _ &ruti), 
indication  ( linga ),  supplementary  statement  ( vakya ), 

context  (prakarana),  order  ( sthana )  and  derivation 

(samakhyd)  relate  to  the  same  thing,  each  succeeding 

item  is  weaker,  because  it  conveys  its  meaning  in  a  more 
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distant  way” — that  is,  through  the  medium  of  the 
preceding  ones. 

2  The  passage  is  actually  discussed  in  Sahara's  com¬ 
mentary,  not  in  chapter  III,  but  under  II.  ii.  23.  The 
discussion  on  it,  however,  is  based  on  the  relative 

strength  of  the  first  and  third  of  the  above  tests  for 

determining  “the  parts  of  a  sacrifice,”  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  the  second  chapter,  the  issue  being 

whether  the  offering  of  the  whey  is  a  part  of  the  sacri¬ 
fice  relating  to  the  ViSvadevas.  This  is  decided 

negatively  on  the  ground  that  direct  enunciation  is 

stronger  than  supplementary  statement.  The  words 

immediately  preceding  those  quoted  in  the  text  are: 

“In  hot  milk  one  should  put  curd.” 
3  Which  belongs  to  another  sacrifice,  viz.,  that  relat¬ 

ing  to  the  Vajins. 

4 Because  of  direct  enunciation,  viz.,  the  adjectival 
suffix. 

5  In  the  sacrifice  relating  to  the  Vi£vadevas. 
6E.g.  curds. 

7  With  the  Vaiivadeva  sacrifice,  in  which  both  curds 
and  whey  are  used. 

8  Viz.,  whey. 

9  As  being  an  article  of  offering. 

10  Which  is  not  an  article  of  offering  of  the  kind 
specified  above. 

11  At  the  time  of  the  verbal  comprehension  of  the 

meaning  of  the  word  first  heard,  viz.,  ' curds.' 
12  Where  the  relative  strength  of  the  other  items  in 

the  series,  such  as  direct  enunciation  and  indication,  is 

the  issue.  For  examples  of  these  see  op,  cit.~\ 
Consistency  and  Contiguity 
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gncq*Tfeq<f)gdqg- 

snwireren^  4Wrr  i 

qi'oqifryngtefa  ^nsrmraT^  «ft*qgr  i 

Consistency  is  non-contradiction  of  the  rela¬ 

tion1  that  is  intended.  Since  in  sentences  like, 

“He  is  sprinkling  (plants)  with  fire,”  there  is 
contradiction  of  such  a  relation,  they  have  no 

consistency.  Even  sentences  like,  “That  Praja- 

pati  took  out  his  own  omentum”  ( Tai .  S.  II.  I. 
i.  4,  adapted),  have  consistency,  because  there  is 

non-contradiction  of  the  object  of  the  intention, 

viz.,  a  eulogy  on  animals.2  Sentences  like, 

“Thou  art  That”  ( Cha .  VI.  viii.  7  if),  also  have 
consistency,  because,  although  there  is  contradic¬ 

tion  of  the  identity  of  their  direct  meanings,3  still 
there  is  non-contradiction  of  the  identity  of  their 

implied  meaning,  viz.,  their  real  essence.4 

I1  Between  one  thing  and  another  signified  by  two 
words. 

2

 

 

As  a  result  of  the  offering  of  his  omentum  by  Praja- 

pati,  
a  large  

number  
of  kids  were  

bom.  
And  kids  

are 
prescribed  

as  offerings  
for  the  attainment  

of  children and  
animals.  

Hence  
the  sentence  

quoted  
is  meant 

simply  
to  extol  

animals,  
and  from  

that  standpoint  
it  is 

consistent. 

3

 

 

Viz.,  the  individual  self  and  God,  respectively, 

that  
are  as  the  

poles  
asunder  

as  regards  
power,  

knowl¬ edge,  
etc. 

4

 

 

Viz.,  the  Brahman  without  attributes,  which  is  the 

underlying  

essence  
of  both.] 
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:  I  JTPTT- 

3RT  i  ‘sro*’ 

*f?T  |  SRT  c^r’  ̂ cqifi^F*  ‘fsstfo’ 

fft  q^i«n?rc:  1  srer  vat  “^rfa  gjs 

^4<ufn”  q<pw>T:  1 

Contiguity  is  the  apprehension,1  without  an 
interval,  of  the  meanings2  of  words  that  is  pro¬ 

duced  by  those  words.  The  clause,  “That  is 

produced  by  those  words,’’  is  inserted,  as  the 

meanings  of  words  apprehended  by  other  means3 
of  knowledge  do  not  lead  to  any  (verbal)  compre¬ 
hension  of  their  mutual  connection.  Hence  in 

cases  where  particular  words  are  not  uttered, 

they  are  to  be  supplied;  as,  for  instance,  in  the 

case  of  the  word  duaram  (the  door),  the  word 

pidhehi  (shut)  is  to  be  supplied.  Hence  (also)  in 

the  mantra  beginning  with,  “For  the  sake  of 

rain4  thee,5’’  (1 Vdj .  S.  I.  i.  22,  Tad.  S.  I.  1.  i.  1, 

etc.),  the  words  “I  cut”  are  to  be  supplied. 
Hence  (again)  in  the  variant  sacrifices  the  words 

should  run  as  follows:  “To  (the  god)  Sun6  I 

offer  thee  so  as  to  please  him.”7 

[’  Recollection  by  association. 

2  The  things  signified  by  them. 
3  Such  as  perception  and  inference. 
4  As  the  producer  of  crops. 
5  The  branch  of  a  paldia  tree  ( Butea  Frondosa)  is 

being  addressed. 
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6  Or  any  other  deity,  according  to  the  sacrifice. 
7  Addressed  to  an  oblation  of  rice-cake.  In  the 

typical  sacrifice  ( prakrti ),  the  deity  of  which  is  Fire,  the 

words  of  the  mantra  are:  “To  (the  god)  Fire  I  offer 

thee  so  as  to  please  him”  (Tax.  S.  I.  I.  iv.  2).  In  the 

variant  sacrifice  ( vikrti ),  the  word  ‘Fire'  is  changed 
into  ‘  Sun '  to  suit  the  deity.  In  a  typical  sacrifice  all 
the  details  are  given  ;  in  a  variant  sacrifice  the  points 
of  difference  only  are  noted.] 

Significance  of  Words 

I  5T5I  Sflfo- 

srk  gw  i  w  sg- 

sregfagjtfr  gfti:  1  ̂ nr  ̂  

gfcn  l  aiaRwfi>faMc^  srqqcsg  i 

The  meanings  of  words  are  of  two  kinds — 
primary  and  implied.  Now  significance  ( sakti ) 
is  the  direct  reference  of  words  to  their  meanings. 

As,  the  word  ‘  jar  ’  refers  to  a  particular  thing  of 

a  ‘  form  having  a  large  bottom  and  body  etc. 
That  significance  is  a  distinct  category,1  for, 
according  to  Vedanta,  any  power  in  a  cause  to 
produce  an  effect  comes  under  a  distinct  category. 
And  it  is  to  be  inferred  from  its  effect,  viz.,  the 

comprehension  of  the  meanings  of  particular 

words  produced  by  those  words.  To  be  signified 

(sakyatva)  is  to  be  an  object  of  (the  comprehen¬ 

sion  produced  by)  such  significance.2 
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[x  According  to  the  logicians,  significance  (iakti)  is 
the  relation  of  a  word  to  its  meaning.  It  is  of  the  form 
of  a  divine  will  that  such  and  such  a  word  should  mean 

such  and  such  a  thing.  And  they  do  not  admit  its 

being  a  distinct  category.  The  Mimamsakas,  however, 
side  with  the  Vedantists. 

2  That  is,  something  is  said  to  be  directly  meant  by 
a  word  when  it  is  known  through  the  significance  of 
that  word.] 

crfi 

«T  g  ?rraT  ;  3fTcft  5  ̂ TcTT 

1  si  3  aqrrotlr  iflfesrisnifq'  sik^iq,  1 

^frh^lfrhHril^R  f^RT  Sqfe- 

feg[Frr:  I 

That  capacity  of  being  signified  belongs  to  a 

generic  attribute  (jdti) , 1  not  to  individuals,2  for 
individuals  being  infinite  in  number,  it  would  be 

cumbrous  (to  assume  otherwise) .  It  may  be 
urged :  How,  then,  are  individuals  known 

through  words  like  ‘  cow 7  ?  The  answer  is : 
Because  the  same  cognition  that  comprehends  a 

generic  attribute  also  comprehends  the  indi¬ 
viduals.  Or  (we  may  put  it  this  way) :  With 
regard  to  individuals,  the  significance  of  words 

like  *  cow '  is  (a  cause  of  verbal  comprehension) 
per  se,3  not  as  being  known;  while  with  regard 

7 
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to  a  generic  attribute,  it  is  a  cause  as  being 
known.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  knowledge 

of  significance  in  respect  of  individuals  also  is  a 
cause,  for  it  would  be  a  cumbrous  assumption. 

And,  besides,  even  in  the  absence  of  a  knowledge 

that  significance  refers  to  individuals,  there  is  no 

delay4  in  knowing  those  individuals,  simply  when 
one  is  aware  that  significance  refers  to  the  (cor¬ 
responding)  generic  attribute.  Therefore,  even 

in  the  Nyaya  philosophy,  the  conclusion  is  that 

significance  (of  words)  regarding  the  logical  con¬ 
nection  is  (a  cause  of  verbal  comprehension) 

per  se.5 f1  Meaning  the  common  property  of  a  class,  which 
characterises  all  the  individuals  comprised  in  that  class  ; 

for  example,  jarhood,  which  is  found  in  all  jars.  This 

kind  of  generic  attribute  is  admitted  in  Vedanta.  What 

was  refuted  on  p.  24  was  the  technical  interpretation  of 

the  term  as  a  distinct  category  upheld  by  the  logicians. 

2  According  to  the  logicians,  however,  it  belongs  to 
the  individual  possessed  of  a  particular  generic  attribute 
and  form. 

3  That  is,  by  its  mere  existence. 

4  Which  would  be  inevitable  if  the  knowledge  of 
significance  as  referring  to  individuals  were  a  cause  of 

verbal  comprehension. 

5  Not  as  being  known.] 

sjFTRRSiRti  \ 

wrai  1  irai  “i fort  etc:” 

sftegor&fias  erar  srrfo- 
sfirfibl  5T$T!TT  I  rTfrKq, 

*f?r  1  smt  Mta  1 
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A  direct  meaning  ( vacya )  is  that  which  is  an 

object  of  significance  as  being  known.  Hence 

a  generic  attribute  alone  is  directly  meant.  Or 

(we  may  say)  individuals  are  comprehended  by 

implication  (laksana).  As  in  the  phrase,  “A 
blue  jar/'  the  word  'blue'  implies  something 
possessed  of  the  blue  colour  as  a  quality,  simi¬ 
larly  a  word  meaning  a  generic  attribute  may 

convey  by  implication  an  individual  possessing 

it.  So  it  has  been  said1:  '"The  meaning  of  a 
word  is  to  be  obtained  from  no  other  source3 

(than  the  word  itself)/'  Thus  the  primary  mean¬ 
ing  of  a  word  has  been  ascertained. 

[*  By  the  Mimarhsakas. 
2  Such  as  implication.]  • 

Implication:  its  Varieties 

ski  I  5151 

I  55^TT  q  fefqSIT— 55%5R5^on 

I  5T5T  .^*5555^1  |  W 

srtq:”  5fft 

55%5ra$inrr,  qqr  ‘fs^R’-qssq 

tcRg^J  ‘aw’-q^fet-q*WTO*q^*l 

ffti:  i  nWfq  55%5ra^rqq  i  *tot  “feft  *rraqq>:” 
sicqq  mqq- 
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Now  the  meaning  implied  by  a  word  is  being 

described.  An  implied  meaning  is  the  object 

implied  by  a  word.  Implication  is  of  two  kinds 

— pure  and  double.  Of  these,  pure  implication 
is  the  direct  relation  to  the  primary  meaning  of 

a  word.  As,  in  the  sentence,  “The  cowherd 

station  is  on  (lit.,  in)  the  Ganges/'  the  word 
‘  Ganges '  refers  by  pure  implication1  to  the  bank 
(of  the  river),  which  is  directly  connected  with 
the  stream.  Double  implication  occurs  where, 

by  an  indirect  relation  to  the  primary  meaning  of 
a  word,  some  other  meaning  is  known.  As,  the 

word  dvirepha,  which  signifies  two  r's,  refers  to 
a  bee  by  an  indirect  relation  to  the  intermediary 

word  bhramara  (a  bee).2  What  is  called  figura¬ 
tive  use  is  also  nothing  but  double  implication. 

As,  in  the  sentence,  “The  boy  is  a  lion,"  the 
boy  is  known  through  his  relation  to  ferocity  etc., 
which  are  associated  with  what  is  primarily  meant 

by  the  word  'lion/ 
[l  Because  the  station  cannot  be  in  the  river. 

2  r  Dvirepha '  literally  means  two  r's.  From  this  we 
are  led  by  pure  implication  to  something  containing  two 

r's,  viz.,  the  word  bhramara,  which  means  a  bee.  Then 
by  a  second  implication  we  get  the  synonymous  word 

dvirepha,  although  it  does  not  contain  two  r's.  Hence 
this  is  an  instance  of  double  implication.] 

snrrcFcfcor  fsrfirar— snsggwr,  s*3T?;- 
%f?r  i  asr  gwwrewfcr 

ropfaarsKftfsrera  sissvmr  i  “fsr* 
yfowfoffagffret  i 
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“3&fr  ̂ :”  *ftr  i  ft  *n*f  gpgjjor- 

cT^far  ̂   55^timT  ̂   i  ft 

ftfftlS^FeWj:  SJI5^  a^*i  *w^i  cT^ 

5r?5[3r^rm,  tot  “sitstf  sftr  i  aw  ft;  q^- 

ftrawwnsr- 
wro:  I  tot  ̂ n  “5Rqnfe”  |c?n^  ‘aqt’-q^reqqq 

gTOcqiftftftre^r  ‘cgf’-q^qi^»n«Ti:!*»'«,'j|fqftia»i- 

TOrafrirri;  ̂ rofosspf  sroft  ̂ ^5#  i 

In  another  way,  implication  is  of  three  kinds 

— exclusive  ( jahat ),  inclusive  ( ajahat )  and  quasi- 

inclusive  ( jahad-ajahat ).  Of  these,  exclusive 
implication  occurs  where,  excluding  the  primary 

meaning,  some  other  meaning  is  comprehended. 

As,  in  the  sentence,  “Take  poison,”  discarding 
the  original  meaning  of  the  words,  abstention 

from  eating  in  an  enemy's  house  is  implied. 
Inclusive  implication  occurs  where,  along  with 

the  primary  meaning,  some  other  meaning  is 

comprehended:  as,  “A  white  jar.”  Here  the 

word  'white'  includes  its  original  meaning,  viz., 
the  quality  white  colour,  and  yet  refers  by  impli¬ 
cation  to  a  substance  possessing  it.  Quasi- 
inclusive  implication  occurs  where  a  word  signi¬ 
fying  some  qualified  entity  discards  one  part  of 

its  meaning  and  refers  to  another  part;  as,  “  This 

is  that  Devadatta.”  Here,  since  the  qualified 
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entities  primarily  meant  by  the  two  words1  cannot 
be  identical/  the  latter  refer  only  to  the  substan¬ 

tive  (viSesya).3  Or1  as,  according  to  the  tradi¬ 
tional  interpreters  of  Vedanta,  in  a  sentence  like, 

“Thou  art  That”  (Chd.  VI.  viii.  7 ff) ,  since  the 

entity  meant  by  the  word  ‘That,'  viz.,  God  as 
possessed  of  omniscience  etc.,  cannot  be  identical 

with  what  is  meant  by  the  word  ‘thou,’  viz., 
the  individual  self  endowed  with  a  mind,  in  order 

to  make  their  identity  possible,  the  words  refer 

by  implication  to  their  essential  nature.3 

[‘‘This’  and  ‘that.’ 
2 Because  ‘this’  refers  to  Devadatta  as  associated 

with  the  present  time  and  ‘  that  ’  to  Devadatta  as 
associated  -  with  the  past. 

3  Just  the  person  Devadatta,  unrelated  to  time  past 
or  present. 

1  This  is  a  Vedic  example.  The  other  is  a  popular 
one. 

5 The  Brahman  without  attributes.] 

m&l  sw:— “grewfa” 

sqrRT  STSrfsTcqcqTPsrq:  I  q*  qqisfa^Rq 

qfcqfo:,  cm  TqfcqcTSl  55^iTrv5WT:  1 

«WT  “fjRqt  SR:”  fcqq  SRcq*q  5RRT 
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35c%  55^orr  I  “dr^rofe”  fcqr^Msft 

sr  55^nrr,  ?Ff?n 

<C^T^  <*IW*IT*rcU  3ISWT  “*t%  VZ-”  “sfe 

wi,”  “ydHMq”  Ccqr^t  yjc^Jjfc^i^rfinqRn- 

55^«r^  ̂   1  ?b=hr*  “erarafa”  *cqi%r*3l5 
strerafotf  grew)  star  1 

We,  however,  maintain  that  in  sentences  like, 

“ This  is  that  Devadatta,”  and  "Thou  art  That," 
although  words  signifying  qualified  entities  refer 
only  to  one  portion  of  their  meaning,  yet  there  is 
no  implication;  for,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
two  qualified  entities  presented  (to  the  mind)  by 

significance1  cannot  be  (logically)  connected  with 
each  other  to  convey  an  identical  meaning,  there 
is  no  contradiction  in  connecting  two  substantives, 
also  presented  by  significance,  so  as  to  yield  an 

identity  of  meaning  .  As,  in  the  sentence,  "The 
jar  is  transitory,"  although  it  is  inconsistent2  to 
connect  with'  transitoriness  only  one  part3  of  what 
is  meant  by  the  word  ‘jar,’  viz.,  jarhood,  yet  it 
is  all  right  with  regard  to  an  individual  jar,  which 

is  capable  of  being  so  connected.*  Only  where 
one  part  of  the  meaning  of  a  word  is  presented  as 
a  qualifying  attribute  (visesana) ,  implication  is 
admitted  in  order  that  the  meaning  may  be 

presented  independently.5  As,  in  the  sentence. 
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"The  jar  is  eternal,"  since  jarhood  is  not 
independently  presented6  by  the  significance  of 

the  word  'jar/  the  latter  refers  by  implication 
to  jarhood,  in  order  to  effect  such  presence. 

Similarly,  in  sentences  like,  "Thou  art  That," 
there  is  also  no  implication,  because  the  meanings 

of  the  words  ‘  thou  '  and  ‘  That '  are  presented 
independently  by  significance  (of  those  two 
words),  and  there  is  no  obstacle  to  their  being 

logically  connected  so  as  to  mean  an  identical 

thing.  Otherwise,7  in  sentences  like,  "There  is 

a  jar  in  the  house,"  "There  is  colour  in  the  jar," 

"Bring  the  jar,"  since  jarhood,  househood,  etc.,8 
are  incapable  of  leading  to  the  desired  compre¬ 

hension  of  the  logical  connection,9  even  in  these 

cases  words  such  as  ‘jar'  would  convey  pure 
substantives  just  by  implication.  Therefore  the 
statement  about  implication  by  the  (traditional) 

teachers  in  sentences  like,  "Thou  art  That," 
should  be  understood  as  mere  tentative  admis¬ 
sions. 

[*  Of  the  two  words  *  this  ’  and  '  that '  in  the  first 

example,  and  ‘  thou  *  and  ‘  That '  in  the  second. 

2  From  the  logician's  standpoint,  because  jarhood, 
being  a  generic  attribute,  is  according  to  him  eternal. 

3  In  Nyaya,  the  significance  of  a  word  is  with  regard 
to  individuals.  See  note  2  on  p.  98. 

4  Because  individual  jars  are  perishable. 
5  As  a  substantive. 

6  According  to  Nyaya. 

7  If  implication  be  admitted  even  with  regard  to 
words  signifying  pure  substantives. 

8  Which  are  presented  as  qualifying  attributes. 
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*  Of  the  meanings  of  words  comprising  those 
sentences.] 

“qj&rwfr  ?fsr 

fcSTTOq,  5151 

Examples  of  quasi-inclusive  implication, 

again,  are  only  sentences  like  these:  “Protect 
the  curd  from  the  crows  ’  ’ ;  for  here  the  word 

‘crows’  gives  up  its  primary  meaning,  viz.,  mere 
crows,1  and  refers,  through  the  attribute2  of  being 

a  spoiler  of  the  curd,  which3  is  not  the  primary 
meaning,  to  creatures  other  than  crows  as  well. 

[‘  That  is,  crows  as  crows. 
2  Possessed  by  crows. 
3  A  spoiler  of  the  curd.] 

aicqql^fcuq,  3  g  ararargq- 

qwfliqrg,  “*r^t  sft*:” 
1 

The  root  of  implication,  however,  is  the 
frustration  of  intention  alone,  and  not  that  of  the 

logical  connection  (of  words) ;  for  in  the  sentence, 

“  Protect  the  curd  from  the  crows,’’  there  is  no 
frustration  of  the  logical  connection,  and  in  sen¬ 

tences  like,  “The  cowherd  station  is  in  (on)  the 

Ganges,’’  there  is  the  possibility  of  a  frustration 
of  intention1  as  well. 
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[l  The  word  '  crows '  being  intended  by  the  speaker 
to  mean  crows  and  other  pests.] 

ggrm  ̂   grqyrran fa:,  fog  m«wj.fa<Pi  i  *rar 

*rsrf  srta:”  fr?T5r  “nwfftnrf 

i  sig  y!«wwu>hfca*iT 

dc^vn^ff  55^HT  |  ̂ ifrtttflUJgr 

«rar  ^TCRrafs’ftfd'  *1  «*>lfa<$gmifa:  I 

Implication  belongs  not  to  words  alone,1  but 
also  to  a  group  of  words  or  sentences.  As,  in 

the  sentence,  “There  is  a  cowherd  colony  in  (on) 

the  deep  river,”  the  group  consisting  of  the  two 
words  ‘  deep  river  ’  refers  by  implication  to  its 
bank.  It  may  be  urged:  Since  a  sentence  does 

not  possess  significance  ( sakti ),  how  can  it  have 

implication,  which  is  a  relation  to  what  is  con¬ 
veyed  by  significance?  The  answer  is  this: 
Implication  is  a  relation  to  what  is  conveyed  by 

significance,  which  is  a  relation  of  words2  (to 
their  meanings).  And  just  as  the  meaning  of  a 

word  is  conveyed  by  significance,  so  is  also  that 
of  a  sentence.  Hence  there  is  no  anomaly. 

[‘  As  Nyaya  holds.  • 
2 Not  sentences.] 

*WWWI<|3l«WRf  SHW^  559FPJTT, 
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q^*r  er<sqfei{?ra»&  q^wniS'W 

apfoT^q^g^req  q^gonforewi  foRwi'Hfcw;- 

qmc#  tc?raqT^I  w*»t  qt^qiqq?ii  1  f>afis 

«4i^q>qmar  ?  f^fira#eqq%^qi?ft- 

Hgiqiqqrqq^rqqL  1  w 

“fyfc^nre^qf  gsufawt  qsfcr”  icqifcqmrei 

“^rfiraft  «rsr%”  fcqrf^nwqrcrsi  q**q*T^%<nfi%- 

wra^iq>?nn  qqmyidi  1  vrfqrt:— 

^rpisrt^ 

:  gnq^  II  ffo  I 

Thus  (Vedic)  corroborative  statements  ( art  ha - 
vada)  that  are  of  the  nature  of  eulogies  refer  by 

implication  to  praiseworthiness,1  while  depre¬ 

ciatory  statements  like,  “He  cried”  ( Tai.  S .  I. 
v.  i.  i),2  refer  by  implication  to  blameworthi¬ 

ness.3  If  the  words  comprising  a  corroborative 
statement  be  admitted  to  refer  by  implication  to 

praiseworthiness  etc.,  then,  it  being  possible  for 
one  of  those  words  to  present  that  before  the 

mind  through  implication,  the  other  words  would 

be  redundant.  So  the  group  of  words  compris¬ 
ing  a  corroborative  statement  virtually  serves  as 

one  word,  inasmuch  as  it  leads  to  the  apprehen¬ 

sion  of  that  meaning  of  the  words,  viz.,  praise¬ 
worthiness,  which  is  required  by  the  injunction. 
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and  thus  it  constitutes  a  unitary  passage4  with  the 
sentence  setting  forth  the  injunction.  Hence 

corroborative  statements  constitute  (what  is 

called)  a  unitary  passage  in  respect  of  a  word. 

Where,  then,  does  a  unitary  passage  in  respect 

of  a  sentence  occur  ? — Where  two  sentences,  each 
of  which  conveys  distinct  relations  (between 

words  and  their  meanings),  express,  by  virtue  of 

their  expectancy,  the  meaning  of  a  longer  pass¬ 

age.  As,  a  sentence  like,  “One  who  desires 
heaven  should  perform  the  new  and  full  moon 

sacrifices,5  "  and  one  like,  “One  should  perform 

the  Samidh  sacrifice' '  (Ait.  Br.  VI.  4),  form  a 
unitary  passage,  inasmuch  as  they  express  the 

mutually  expected  relation  of  whole  and  part. 

So  it  has  been  stated  by  the  illustrious  Kumarila 

Bhatta :  ‘  ‘  Sentences  that  are  complete  in  them¬ 
selves  as  regards  the  expression  of  their  mean¬ 
ings,  again  combine  in  view  of  their  relation  of 

whole  and  part  etc.  and  become  a  unitary 

passage"  ( Tantra-vdrtika ,  verse  4,  under  Pu. 
Mi ,  Su.  I.  iv.  24). 

I1  Of  actions  prescribed  by  the  Vedic  injunctions. 

2 The  story  is  this:  Once  the  deity  Fire  ran  away 
with  some  precious  booty  the  gods  had  deposited  with 

him.  When  they  chased  him,  he  cried,  and  his  tears 

became  silver.  Hence  silver  should  not  be  given  as 

remuneration  to  the  priests  in  the  Barkis  sacrifice ;  for 

it  is  sure  to  cause  weeping  in  the  sacrificer’s  family 
within  a  year. 

3  Of  actions  prohibited  by  the  Vedas. 
4  Amplifying  the  purport  of  the  injunction, 
5  These  are  the  main  sacrifices,  of  which  the  Samidh 
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sacrifice,  named  after  its  deity  and  forming  the  first  of 

the  Praydja  sacrifices,  is  a  part.  Hence  the  two  sen¬ 
tences,  although  complete  in  themselves,  form  one  whole 

— a  unitary  passage.] 

ns  fefortefa  fosfan  i 

Thus  both  the  varieties  of  the  meanings  of 

words  have  been  determined.  Contiguity  is  the 

knowledge1  of  those.  It  is  also  a  cause  of  verbal 
comprehension,  for  we  observe  just  that  kind  of 

agreement  and  difference  (between  them).2  Simi¬ 
larly,  the  comprehension  of  the  meanings  of 

subsidiary  sentences  is  a  cause  of  the  comprehen¬ 
sion  of  a  longer  passage,  for  we  have  a  certitude 

about  such  agreement  etc.3  between  them.4 

[*  Recollection  produced  by  the  utterance  of  words. 

2  If  there  is  that  recollection,  there  is  verbal  compre¬ 
hension,  otherwise  not. 

3  Refers  to  difference. 

4  If  the  meanings  of  the  component  sentences  are 
grasped,  then  the  meaning  of  the  paragraph  also  is 

grasped ;  otherwise  not.] 

Intention 

WWIH  ?ncq4  I  cW 

“wwwirqqfasjjcqw:’’ 
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i  *r  ̂ frMicq^qrwni; 

a*  snsq^ta  qi^TH,  95l<Rl4* 

srfeqfts^TRi  i  s^qft  i  acqcftfasRspftwrc# 

?jrm4h  i  sra:”  ffo  qm  5%  sRstetfsratfsr- 

3R«piNHi  *T  g  1 

wwspiqvi,  *r  3  T^tOTM<ftc3^4i^ 
Now  intention,  which  comes  next  in  order,  is 

being  described.  Regarding  this  (we  must  know 

that)  intention  is  not  the  utterance  (of  words) 

with  the  object  of  producing  the  cognition  of  a 

particular  thing,  for  then  Vedic  texts  uttered  by 

a  person  who  does  not  know  their  meaning  would 

not  be  intelligible,  and  there  is  no  error1  also 

about  (the  speaker’s)  intention,2  since  the  listener 

has  quite  a  different  comprehension,3  as  (ex¬ 

pressed  in  his  words) ,  ‘  ‘  This  teacher  does  not 

understand  (what  he  utters).”  It  cannot  be 

urged  that  in  the  case  cited  above,1  verbal 
comprehension  takes  place  from  a  knowledge  of 

God’s  intention,5  for  we  find  that  even  a  person 
who  does  not  believe  in  God6  understands  the 

meaning  of  the  Vedic  passages.7  (What,  then, 
is  intention  ?)  This  is  being  stated :  Intention  is 

the  capacity  to  produce  the  cognition  of  a  par¬ 

ticular  thing.  The  sentence,  "There  is  a  jar  in 

the  house,”  is  capable  of  producing  a  cognition 
of  the  relation  of  a  jar,  and  not  that  of  a  cloth, 
to  the  house.  Hence  that  sentence  is  said  to 
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mean  the  relation  of  a  jar,  and  not  that  of  a  cloth 

(to  the  house). 

[l  In  the  mind  of  the  listener. 

a  Viz.,  his  desire  to  convey  a  particular  meaning. 

3  Which  settles  the  question  of  error. 
4  Where  one  listens  to  Vedic  or  other  words  uttered 

by  a  person  who  does  not  understand  them. 

5  Because  He  produced  the  Vedas. 
6  As  the  author  of  the  Vedas. 

7  Uttered  by  one  who  does  not  know  their  meaning.] 

5i3 

?ncq4  srfd  fg^rc^L  i  crare  qatM 

asm  i  sagarat- 
^  s^cfi^T«n  mraisfa  a^«i- 

g^qr^iwranfe:  I  3 

Objection:  A  sentence  like,  “Bring  the 
saindhava,”1  even  when  it  is  uttered  with  the 
object  of  producing  the  cognition  that  salt  should 

be  brought,  has  the  potentiality  of  producing  the 
cognition  that  it  relates  to  a  horse;  hence,  even 

when  one  has  the  knowledge  that  it  means  salt. 
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one  may  have  the  idea  that  it  relates  to  a  horse 
or  the  like. 

Reply :  Not  so;  for  (the  definition  of)  inten¬ 
tion  has  the  additional  qualifying  attribute  that 

the  sentence  must  not  be  uttered  to  produce  the 

cognition  of  any  thing  else  but  that  (which  is  in 

the  speaker's  mind).  So  a  sentence  that  has  the 
potentiality  of  producing  the  cognition  of  a  partic¬ 
ular  thing,  and  at  the  same  time  is  not  uttered 

with  the  object  of  producing  the  cognition  of 

anything  else,  is  said  to  relate  to  that  particular 

thing.2  In  the  case  of  words  uttered  by  a  parrot 
etc.,  and  of  Vedic  or  other  sentences  uttered  by 

a  person  ignorant  of  their  meaning,  since  there  is 

no  desire  at  all  to  produce  any  cognition,  and 
consequently  there  is  the  absence  of  an  utterance 

with  the  object  of  producing  the  cognition  of 

anything  else  but  that  (which  is  in  view),  the 

definition  is  applicable,  and  hence  it  is  not  too 
narrow.  Nor  is  it  too  narrow  to  include  a 

sentence  uttered  to  mean  both  salt  and  horse  (for 

instance) ;  for  the  idea  (behind  the  definition)  is 

that  the  sentence  must  not  be  uttered  to  produce 

the  cognition  of  that  only  which  is  other  than  the 

thing  in  view. 

[^Lit,,  a  product  of  sindhu,  which  (among  other 
things)  means  a  sea,  as  also  the  territory  called  Sind. 
Hence  the  word  means  both  salt  and  a  species  of  horse. 

2 So,  although  ' saindhav a*  may  mean  a  horse,  it 
will  not  be  taken  in  that  sense  if  somebody  who  is 
eating  utters  the  sentence,  because  it  has  not  been 
uttered  to  mean  a  horse.] 
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SHOTS*  *T^  STT^TcTRTT: 

Stlfe  I 

Significance  (sakti)  is  the  determining  charac¬ 
teristic  of  the  capacity  (of  words)  to  produce  just 

the  above-mentioned  cognition.  Since,  accord¬ 
ing  to  us,  inherent  power  alone  is  everywhere 

the  determining  characteristic  of  causality,1  there 
is  no  anomaly  here. 

[*  As  in  the  case  of  fire,  for  instance,  the  reason 
why  it  can  bum  things  is  that  it  possesses  that  inherent 
power,  so  in  the  case  of  words,  the  reason  for  their 

conveying  particular  meanings  is  to  be  sought  in  their 
inherent  power,  viz.,  significance.] 

q^,  a*«ror  gn^qftagqcRa*h^|Sd 

grrerefsnqgf  i 

It  thus  being  proved  that  intention,  which  is 
the  (capacity  for)  generation  of  the  cognition  of 

8 



VEDANTA-PARIBHASA 
114 

a  particular  thing,  is  the  cause  of  verbal  compre¬ 

hension,  the  passage1  in  the  fourth  chapter 
( varnaka )  of  the  Vivarantf  refuting  the  causality 

of  intention  in  producing  verbal  comprehension, 

is  meant  to  refute  the  contention3  that  intention  is 

the  utterance  (of  words)  with  the  object  of  pro¬ 

ducing  the  cognition  of  a  particular  thing.  Other¬ 
wise  discussions  on  Vedanta,  which  result  in  a 

certitude  about  the  intention,  would  be  futile. 

Some/  however,  maintain:  The  passage  in  the 

fourth  chapter  of  the  Vivarana  means  that  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  intention  is  not  a  cause  of  all  verbal 
comprehension ;  but  that  with  regard  to  the 

particular  verbal  comprehension  that  takes  place 
after  a  doubt  or  error  regarding  the  intention,  it 

certainly  is  a  cause;  for  in  case  of  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  a  particular  sentence  means  this  or 

something  else,  as  also  of  an  error  regarding  it, 

the  ascertainment  of  its  particular  meaning  there¬ 
after  cannot  take  place  without  the  ascertainment 
of  the  intention. 

[lPp.  181-182,  V.  S.  S. 
2  See  footnote  3  on  p.  1. 
3  Of  the  logicians. 
4  The  reference  is  to  the  author  of  the  Abheda-ratna- 

kara.~\ 
3W  ctlcMM 

3  wwmfffrir  i  as  slftrcjsrmraf 

1  era  afo  ̂   5T  qreiqqqiriwi 
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fcracrakrofa  smn^,  “5^  utrt:”  fcqr% 
fosrosfa  i?[Rf  1  m  to 
MWHPHWt  H®fa  1  tot  ̂ rt  TOT 

fiTOqfUs%  1 

That  intention  is  determined  with  regard  to 

the  Vedas  only  by  reasoning  rectified  by  the 
principles  of  interpretation,  while  with  regard  to 

secular  sentences,  by  means  of  the  context  etc.1 
Of  these,  secular  sentences  are  of  the  nature  of 

restatements,  since  their  meanings  are  appre¬ 
hended  through  other  means  of  knowledge;  but 

with  regard  to  the  Vedas,  since  the  meanings  of 

Vedic  sentences  are  known  at  first  hand,  they  are 
not  of  the  nature  of  restatements.  Now,  both  in 

secular  and  Vedic  sentences,  even  statements  of 

fact  are,  like  those  conveying  something  to  be 

done,  means  of  valid  knowledge,  as  supplying 

first-hand  information;  for  in  utterances  like, 

“A  son  has  been  bom  to  you,”  words  are 
definitely  known  to  have  the  power  of  convey¬ 
ing  meanings  that  are  statements  of  fact.  Hence 
Vedantic  sentences  are  means  of  valid  knowledge 

with. regard  to  Brahman.2  How  this  is  so,  will 
be  dealt  with  in  the  chapter  relating  to  the 

subject-matter  of  Vedanta.3 

[*  Refers  to  perception,  the  words  of  a  trustworthy 
person,  etc. 

2  Which  is  an  eternal  Reality. 
3  Chapter  VII.] 
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The  Authority  of  the  Vedas  Explained 

?ra  «f^wr  McM'U4ViHH*«KMDIracq^l  ilN4IW||«Kf 

i  ̂rat  ftsE%*r  Ptoiraii^jyqKwi 

I  37FJTT^j  jj  JR* 

*!  ft?**:,  ■ScqfcwRRL  I  “5*^1  H^cft 

qsj^: 

I 

Now,  according  to  the  logicians,  the  Vedas 
are  means  of  valid  knowledge  because  they  are 

produced  by  God,  who  is  eternal  and  omniscient. 
According  to  the  Mimamsakas,  who  deal  with 

sacrifices,  the  Vedas  are  means  of  valid  knowl¬ 
edge  because  they  are  eternal  and  as  such  free 
from  all  human  defects.  In  our  view,  however, 

the  Vedas  are  not  eternal,  for  they  have  an 

origin,  which  is  proved  by  such  Sruti  texts  as, 

“The  Rg-Veda,  Yajur-Veda,  Sama-Veda, 
Atharva-Veda  are  (like)  the  breath  of  this  infinite 

Reality"  (Br.  II.  iv.  10,  adapted). 

srrfa  ̂ rt  “«  ̂  

foyfouvfta:  ̂   ̂   jRTfq”  1 

3R  iMKifawkiJift  *r 

nqre:”  1  q^q^qm- 

^jfijq>T5ft«rtcqwq>cq 

*f  3  qwrfsiT- 
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srrent  ar  gpigwwqt  1  “3cqwt 

*wrk:”  tesnfengwqg  nw::” 
w^riMOyr^MnioiHL  1  srurirM^^'^wnalcqra- 

sranri  gi  1  awsr 

^[RT  ̂ W,^Pl  I 

And  the  Vedas  have  not  a  duration  of  three 

moments  only,1  for  it  clashes  with  such  recogni¬ 

tion  as,  “The  same  Veda  that  was  studied  by 

Devadatta  was  also  studied  by  me.”  Hence  also 
the  syllables  such  as  ga  are  not  momentary,  for 

it  contradicts  such  recognition  as,  “This  is  that 

syllable  ga."  So  the  Vedas,  which  are  a  collec¬ 
tion  of  syllables,  words  and  sentences,  originate 

like  the  ether  etc.  at  the  time  of  cosmic  projection, 
and  are  counterpositives  of  the  destruction  that 

takes  place2  at  the  time  of  cosmic  dissolution.  It 
is  not  that  the  syllables  are  subject  to  origin  and 
destruction  in  the  interim,  for  it  is  cumbrous  to 

assume  an  endless  series  of  the  syllable  ga,  for 

instance.  The  non-manifestation  of  the  syllables 
during  the  time  they  are  not  uttered,  is  nothing 

contradictory,  because  then  there  is  an  absence 

of  the  revealing  medium,  viz.,  utterance — as  with 

the  non-apprehension  of  a  jar  in  darkness.3  As 

for  the  cognition,  “The  syllable  ga  has  been 

produced,”  and  so  on,  it  is  invalid,  since  it 
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contradicts  such  recognition  as,  ''This  is  that 

syllable  ga."  Or  it  may  be  valid,  as  being 
indirectly  an  object  of  the  origin  relating  to  the 

articulate  sound  that  manifests  the  syllable.4 
Therefore  the  Vedas  are  not  momentary. 

PThe  view  of  some  logician  of  the  old  school. 

2  That  is,  they  are  destroyed  at  that  time. 
3  When  a  light  is  brought,  the  jar  is  visible.  Simi¬ 

larly,  utterance  reveals  the  already  existing  syllable  ga . 

4  The  origin  abides  in  the  sound,  and  the  sound 

abides  in  the  syllable  ga.~\ 

*13  tfdnsmra&sft  fourfowaHgcqfiw&i 

fegrah  vrs^r  *n  *r  fs  gwr 

i  *rrfa  jssrpsfrftcqftra*#  qW*To^q[, 
•im  i  Pr*>i  faw 

?rara  smfcrarrS  qtfterc:: 

*r  g  aferRfai  %*- 

1  grrenforre; 

trrcnrftrf^  i  ̂   qsiwn^5^i- 
Sr^*i  fsfro  scTTOt  f*r^fcr:  1 
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Objections  Although  the  Vedas  are  not 

momentary,  yet,  on  account  of  their  having  an 
origin  like  the  ether  and  other  phenomenal  things, 

and  being  produced  by  a  person  in  that  they  are 
the  handiwork  of  God,  your  conclusion  that  they 

are  not  connected  with  a  person  would  be 
shattered. 

Reply:  No.  In  the  first  place,  connection 

with  a  person  does  not  mean  being  uttered  by  a 

person,  for  even  according  to  the  school  of  the 

Teacher,1  the  Vedas  would  be  connected  with 
persons,  being  handed  down  from  one  teacher  to 
another.  Nor  does  connection  with  a  person 

mean  having  an  origin  due  to  a  person,  for  that 

inference2  about  the  personal  origin  of  the  Vedas 
which  is  approved  by  the  logicians  is  condemned 

by  our  school  as  proving  what  is  already  estab¬ 

lished.3  But  it  is  being  the  object  of  utterance 
that  is  independent  of  any  utterance  of  the  same 

kind.  For  instance,  in  the  beginning  of  cosmic 

projection,  the  Lord  produced  Vedas  having  a 

sequence  of  words  similar  to  that  which  had 

already  existed  in  the  Vedas  in  the  previous 

cosmic  projection,  and  not  Vedas  of  a  different 

type.  Hence  the  Vedas,  not  being  the  object  of 

utterance  that  is  independent  of  any  utterance  of 

the  same  kind,  are  not  connected  with  a  person. 
The  utterance  of  the  Mahabhurata  etc.,  however, 

is  not  at  all  dependent  on  any  utterance  of  the 

same  kind.  Hence  they  are  connected  with  a 

person.  Thus  two  kinds  of  verbal  testimony 
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have  been  determined,  viz.,  that  which  is  con¬ 
nected  with  a  person,  and  that  which  is  not. 

I1  See  note  3  on  p.  58. 

2  Viz.,  that  the  Vedas  are  connected  with  a  person, 
because  they  consist  of  sentences,  as  is  the  case  with  the 
Mahabharata  etc. 

3By  the  Vedas,  e.g.  Br.  II.  iv.  10.] 



CHAPTER  V 

PRESUMPTION 

Conditions  of  Presumption 

i  gwtqqrcreFf 

<ESJq;  i  $W  f®RT  qcjywfri  *QL  I  «re«IT- 

¥n%  <R[  crafriq^q,  i  *rar 

fa*rr  %ns?prr*req  ̂ cqqgqqwq;,  err§w 

<fl»refgqqraq; ;  ?wi  qr  *crfo?Ttewqqmr%  snssr- 

Now  presumption  ( arthapatti )  is  being  de¬ 
scribed.  It  is  the  assumption  of  an  explanatory 

fact  { upapadaka )  from  a  knowledge  of  the 
thing  to  be  explained  ( upapadya ).  Here  the 
knowledge  of  the  thing  to  be  explained  is  the 
instrument,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  explanatory 
fact  is  the  result.  That  which  is  inexplicable 
without  (the  assumption  of)  something,  is  the 
thing  to  be  explained  with  reference  to  the  latter, 
and  that  in  the  absence  of  which  something  is 

inexplicable,  is  the  explanatory  fact  with 
reference  to  the  latter.  As,  the  stoutness  of  a 

man  who  does  not  eat  at  day-time  is  inexplicable 
unless  we  assume  his  eating  at  night;  hence  such 
stoutness  is  the  thing  to  be  explained.  Again, 
in  the  absence  of  eating  at  night  such  stoutness 
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is  inexplicable;  hence  eating  at  night  is  the 

explanatory  fact. 

sifSral  “«wi  smrfa:” 

■,  «R9<Rr- 

*R<ir  3  arofa:  sjsrt 

*£f  ageftfiff-wi&gr 
srsffrn  i 

With  regard  to  the  (resulting)  valid  knowl¬ 
edge,  viz.,  the  assumption  of  eating  at  night,  the 
word  arthapatti  is  a  compound  of  the  class 

known  as  Sasthi-tatpurusa,  meaning  ‘the  assump¬ 

tion  (apatti)  of  a  thing  ( artha ) .  ’  But  with  regard 
to  the  instrument  of  the  assumption,  viz.,  the 

knowledge  of  stoutness  etc.,  the  word  is  a  com¬ 
pound  of  the  class  known  as  Bahuvrihi,  meaning 

‘that  from  which  a  thing  is  assumed.'  Hence 
the  word  arthapatti  applies  both  to  the  result  and 
to  the  instrument. 

Two  Varieties  of  Presumptive 

Knowledge 

m  arofaftrfs&ar— garokfa:  aarofaftRsfer  r 
a*  ggrq?«rfaw,  stfir- 

»pr»  si  asqqfd  i  amafafrraar, 



PRESUMPTION 

123 

*nr  wifaerc-  > 

^CRR:i  *PJT  5[cq?l 

ftwTTcW  ̂ 5^  |  «T«n  **T  “3ft^ 

^  si”  4imwmw<*d<  sftfgsft  qnHad  qfcqgf 
<B3tprf^r  1 

That  presumption1  is  of  two  kinds — presump¬ 
tion  from  what  is  seen  and  presumption  from 

what  is  heard.  Of  these,  presumption  from  what 

is  seen  is  as  follows  :  If  silver  has  been  (wrongly) 

apprehended  in  something2  in  front  as,  “This 
is  silver/'  and  (later)  it  is  denied3  in  that  very 

thing  as,  “This  is  not  silver,"  this  denial  would 
be  unreasonable  if  the  silver  were  real.  So  one 

assumes  that  the  silver  is  false,  that  is,  other  than 

real,  or  possessed  of  the  absolute  non-existence 
of  reality.  Presumption  from  what  is  heard 

occurs  where,  on  account  of  the  incongruity 

of  the  direct  meaning  of  a  sentence  that  is 

being  heard,  one  assumes  a  different  meaning 

for  it.  As,  in  the  sentence,  “The  knower  of  the 

Self  transcends  grief"  ( Cha .  VII.  i.  3),  since  the 

manifold  bonds  signified  by  the  word  'grief' — 
which  actually  occurs  in  the  Sruti — cannot  reason¬ 

ably  be  destroyed4  by  realisation,  they  are 
assumed  to  be  false.  Or5  as,  after  one  has  heard 

the  sentence,  “  Devadatta  is  living,  but  not  at 

home,"  the  absence  from  home  of  a  person  who 
is  alive  makes  one  assume  that  he  is  outside. 
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[According  to  the  first  interpretation  of  the  word ; 

that  is,  the  resulting  knowledge,  not  the  instrument. 
20ther  than  silver. 

3  By  a  trustworthy  person. 
4  Unless  they  are  unreal  from  the  absolute  stand¬ 

point. 
fiThis  is  a  familiar  example  of  the  Mimamsakas.] 

Twofold  Presumption  from  What 

is  Heard 

i  ̂   to  ̂ refa^^ra^ssTOTfsproiT- 

gqqwr  sr^TOTPPTTJrtTOtFT  tot- 

fjTKTRTgWw:  I  TOT  ‘5TCH’  *cTO  ‘ft&f?’ 

tot  qT  “frorfsraT  TOter”  fcTO  ‘^n- 

qmi'-q^TWTTfR:  1 
Presumption  from  what  is  heard,  again,  is 

of  two  kinds — (that  due  to)  failure  of  expression 
(intention)  ( abhidhananupapatti )  and  (that  due 

to)  incongruity  of  meaning  (abhihitanupapatti) . 
Of  these,  the  former  occurs  where,  on  hearing 

part  of  a  sentence,  there  is  failure  of  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  (i.e.  intention  regarding)  the  lpgical 

connection  (anvaydbhidhana) ,  and  for  that  reason 
some  additional  word  helpful  to  the  latter  is 

assumed.  As,  after  the  word  dvaram  (door), 

the  word  pidhehi  (shut)  is  supplied;  or1  as  with 

the  words,  “should  perform  the  Visvajit  sacri¬ 
fice,"  the  words,  “One  who  desires  heaven," 

are  supplied.® 
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[ 1  This  is  a  Vedic  example,  as  the  other  is  a  con¬ 
ventional  %ie. 

2  The  sentence,  to  be  complete,  requires  a  subject, 
and  a  man  who  is  possessed  of  desires  can  be  the  re¬ 
quired  agent.  Now  it  is  an  accepted  principle  with  the 

MImamsakas  that  where  no  result  is  specifically  men¬ 
tioned  for  an  action  enjoined  by  the  Srutis,  heaven  is 

assumed  to  be  that  result.  See  Pu.  Mi .  Su.  IV.  iii.  15.] 

‘are*’  wf*wt- 

firaR  fan’ftwnwTf  feqrsffmfafa  ̂   sr- 

ftfer  *r,  ‘sifw^R’-q^i 

f^rrsgqrerfafa  sir  ersrrfa 
1 

Objection:  In  the  case  of  a  word  like 

dvaram ,  before  the  expression  ( abhidhdna )  of 
the  logical  connection,  how  can  one  know  that 

this  expression  fails  without  a  word  meaning 
shutting  ? 

Reply :  Not  so;  for  the  word  abhidhdna  (lit., 

expression),  by  a  derivation  signifying  instru¬ 

mentality,1  means  'intention/2  Thus  the  sen¬ 
tence  cannot  mean  a  relation3  (of  the  word 
dvaram)  to  the  act  of  shutting,  having  for  its 

object  the  door,  without  some  word  signifying 

shutting.  Hence  the  knowledge  in  question  is 

possible  even  in  this  case. 

I1  Signifying  that  by  means  of  which  the  meaning  of 
the  sentence  is  expressed,  and  not  the  act  of  expressing. 
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2  Of  the  sentence,  a  part  of  which,  viz.,  the  word 
dvaram,  has  been  heard. 

3  This  is  the  ‘  intention  '  of  the  sentence.] 

r\  r-  ...  _ 

ssrirn  a*  i  ̂rarr 

gftjaftffr  qtfa”  frqq  *q*fanWcq*q  y(ui«hqni- 

4iddqisq<i^r^qqtqr  *ivqqc4^  I 

(Presumption  from  what  is  heard  due  to) 

incongruity  of  meaning,  however,  is  to  be  looked 

for  where  the  meaning  understood  from  a  sen¬ 
tence  is  found  to  be  incongruous  and  leads  to 

the  assumption  of  some  other  thing.  As,  in 

the  sentence,  "One  who  desires  heaven  should 

perform  the  Jyotistoma  sacrifice/ *  since  the 
property  of  leading  to  heaven,  which  is  cognised 

as  abiding  in  the  transitory  sacrifice,  is  incon¬ 

gruous,1  an  intermediate  thing,2  viz.,  the  unseen 

result  ( apurva ),3  is  assumed. 

|/ Because  the  effect,  viz.,  heaven,  will  be  attained 

at  some  remote  future  time,  while  the  sacrifice  is  short¬ 
lived. 

2  Serving  as  the  operation  or  intermediate  cause 
( vydpdra ).  See  note  i  on  p.  73. 

3  Postulated  by  the  Mimamsakas  to  explain  the  above 
incongruity.  It  lasts  till  the  fruition  of  the  ultimate 

result,  viz.,  heaven  or  hell.] 
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1  3rt  ‘aTsftsfrfir’  cfar 

.  ■h^mwww:,  fog  “gSfr  re  1 

This  presumption  cannot  be  included  in 

inference.1  For  since  affirmative  invariable 

concomitance2  cannot  be  apprehended  here,  it 
cannot  be  classed  under  affirmative  inference3; 

and  we  have  already4  refuted  the  contention  that 
inference  of  the  negative  form  is  also  an  inference. 

Hence  in  cases  of  presumption  the  self-reflective 

cognition5  is  not,  “I  am  inferring  it,”  but,  “I 

am  assuming  it  from  this.” 

I1  As  the  logicians  hold. 

2  Between  the  reason  and  the  thing  to  be  inferred, 
that  is,  between  living  and  existence  outside  the  home, 

in  the  instance  cited.  Living  proves  only  existence. 

3  The  only  kind  of  inference  admitted  by  Vedanta. 
4  On  p.  77. 

5  See  ngte  6  on  p.  22.] 

fcgrRH;  5f5r  fofo*  “&T  fsRT  a*gqw 

It  may  be  urged :  It  has  been  stated1  that  in 

cases  of  presumption2  the  instrument  is  the  knowl¬ 

edge,  “This  is  inexplicable  without  such  and 

such’’;  now  what  is  this  ‘inexplicability  without 

such  and  such  ’  ?  We  reply :  It  is  the  counter¬ 
positiveness3  of  a  non-existence4  that  includes 
(necessarily  signifies)  the  non-existence  of  some¬ 

thing  else.5 
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l1  In  effect.  See  p.  121. 
2  See  note  i  on  p.  124. 
3  See  note  2  on  p.  65. 

4  Of  the  thing  to  be  explained,  e.g.,  stoutness. 
5 The  explanatory  fact,  e.g.,  eating  at  night,  in  the 

case  of  a  man  fasting  by  day.  Since  stoutness  depends 
on  this,  where  it  is  wanting,  stoutness  also  is  wanting.] 

5TT3*T5!T- 

Thus  presumption  being  proved  to  be  a 
distinct  means  of  valid  knowledge,  inference  of 

the  negative  form  is  not  a  variety  of  inference.1 
For  in  a  sentence  like,  “  Earth  is  different  from 

other  things  (for  it  has  smell)/'  the  knowledge 
that  the  possession  of  smell  is  impossible  without 

the  difference  from  other  things,  is  the  instru¬ 

ment  (of  presumption).2  For  this  very  reason* 

,the  self-reflective  cognition  is,  "I  am  assuming 

the  difference  in  earth  from  other  things." 

I1  It  should  not  be  reckoned  as  a  distinct  kind  of 
inference,  as  is  done  by  the  logicians,  but  instances  of 
the  kind  should  be  classed  under  presumption. 

2  So  one  must  not  think  that  owing  to  the  absence 
of  an  instrument  of  presumption,  as  described  crn  p.  121, 
this  is  not  a  case  of  presumption,  but  of  inference  of  the 
negative  form,  advocated  by  the  logicians.  According 
to  them,  this  negative  form  of  inference  is  resorted  to 
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only  in  cases  where  the  thing  to  be  inferred  is  not  some¬ 
thing  known.  For  instance,  in  the  example  cited  above, 
the  thing  to  be  inferred  is  difference  from  other  things, 
and  this  can  exist  in  earth  alone,  which,  however,  is 

the  subject  of  the  inferential  knowledge  ( paksa ),  and 
as  such  the  presence  in  it  of  the  thing  to  be  inferred  is 
disputed.  In  negative  invariable  concomitance,  the 
absence  of  the  reason  (e.g.  smell)  is  of  wider  extension 

than  the  absence  of  the  thing  to  be  inferred  (e.g.  differ¬ 
ence  from  other  things),  and  from  the  former  the  latter 
is  inferred.  This  method  of  inference  is  adopted,  since 
otherwise  no  example  is  available. 

3  Because  the  knowledge  of  incongruity  as  such  is 
the  instrument  of  presumption. 

4 Not,  "I  am  inferring.”] 

9 



CHAPTER  VI 

NON-APPREHENSION 

Non-apprehension:  Meaning  of 

its  Capacity 

qg  snTP>T  I 

gqgi  srniorq  i  sigmsnf^- 

^jRfH^anqrqrgqglenqgqHi^rafqoqTfHqrconqT  - 

sKH'cf  i  ^m^rror^rcoisfeomfiraK- 

orrarraran^rfo  i  ̂ vrr^^oq^irvirrvflg^^psf?!- 

^firercqrrcrTg^fo  i  h  ̂ tfepimiqTg- 

ftif^ii^s^gq^s^errarat  wnq,  fktrmvrr^TT^r 

an^qq;  i  qqfaqfsigqijsfera^sfq  cr^irr^ifsra^q 

q>«ngM<iS»^:qrqraJTT?qjcqmt  i 

Now  the  sixth  means1  of  valid  knowledge  is 
being  described.  The  means  of  valid  knowledge 

known  as  non-apprehension  is  the  extraordinary 
cause  of  that  apprehension  of  non-existence  which 

is  not  due  to  knowledge  as  an  instrument.2  The 
clause,  “  Which  is  not  due,”  etc.  is  inserted  to 
preclude  the  definition  from  unduly  extending  to 

an  inference  or  the  like  which  causes  that  appre¬ 

hension  of  the  non-existence  of  imperceptible 

objects  which  is  due  to  inference  etc.3  The  word 

J  extraordinary '  is  used  to  prevent  a  too  wide 
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extension  to  such  general  causes4  as  merit  and 

demerit.  And  the  qualifying  term  ‘  apprehen¬ 

sion  ’*  is  for  precluding  a  similar  unwarranted 
extension  to  latent  impressions,  which  are  the 

extraordinary  cause  of  a  recollection  of  non¬ 
existence.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  even  in  the 

case  of  an  inferential  knowledge  about  the  non¬ 

existence  of  imperceptible  objects,  the  non¬ 

existence  may  as  well  be  grasped  through  non¬ 

apprehension,  since  there  is  no  difference.6  For 
although  merit  and  demerit  etc.  may  not  be 

perceptible,  still,  there  being  no  certitude  of  their 

non-existence,  only  a  non-apprehension  that  is 
possessed  of  capacity  ( yogyanupalabdhi )  is  (to 

be  regarded  as)  the  instrument  of  an  apprehen¬ 
sion  of  non-existence. 

[‘Viz.,  non-apprehension. 

2  Inference,  comparison,  verbal  testimony  and  pre¬ 
sumption,  dealt  with  in  the  four  preceding  chapters, 

are  all  due  to  knowledge,  viz.,  that  of  invariable  con¬ 
comitance,  similarity,  words  possessing  an  intention, 

and  the  thing  to  be  explained,  respectively.  Hence 

these  are  excluded  from  the  purview  of  the  definition. 

3  Refers  to  verbal  testimony  and  presumption. 
‘Other  general  causes  are  space,  time  and  God. 

5  Instead  of  the  general  term  ‘  knowledge,’  which includes  recollection. 

6  Between  the  two  cases,  both  being  non-existence.] 

sif  ̂   ?  for 

wfwsrr  ?  Sfrer:,  ; 
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5T,  “q“|wrr  wi>sns?rowanru 

?fj{n^c^q.  |  q-WT'^TRl  m  ufd4l<ft,  ̂  

qt^rfcre^gr  crftr^r  iKwiMlwwpmmftwi  af?r- 

q«I;&VWSWI  5R#  5R[gq^^qf«T- 

c^focqq:  I  cprrf|— SJ5I&  srf^  er: 

q^RTT^sgq^fKmwi:  i  wswr*  g  ̂ rg^nqi^r- 

3^qwrgqgfew*qaf  i  srt  **t  s=rrSr  gr^rc^sr 

figiwwfr  ̂ vRct  u^^iq?Tr  a^m^tsgq^vi- 
*rj^:  i 

Objection:  What  is  this  yogyanupalabdhi1  ? 
Is  it  the  non-apprehension  of  something  capable 
of  being  perceived  that  abides  in  something  else  ? 

Or  is  it  the  non-apprehension  of  something  abid¬ 
ing  in  a  substratum  that  is  capable  of  being 
perceived?  It  cannot  be  the  former,  for  then 

the  difference2  a  pillar  has  from  a  ghoul,  for 
instance,  would  be  imperceptible.  Nor  can  it  be 
the  latter,  for  then  even  the  non-existence  of 

merit  etc.  in  the  self  would  be  perceptible.* 
Reply:  Not  so,  for  the  compound  used  in 

the  word  is  Karmadharaya,  meaning  ‘a  non- 
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apprehension -that  is  possessed  of  capacity.'  And 
the  capacity  of  non-apprehension  is  the  fact  of 
being  that  whose  counterpositive  is  assumed  by 

the  hypothetical  existence  of  its  counterpositive. 

That  is  to  say,  the  capacity  of  non-apprehension 

is  the  fact  of  its  being  a  non-apprehension  whose 
counterpositive,  viz.,  apprehension,  may  be 

assumed4  by  the  existence,  assumed5  in  the  sub¬ 

stratum,4  of  the  counterpositive7  of  that  non¬ 

existence8  of  a  thing  which  is  apprehended.* 
For  instance,  if  there  be  a  jar  on  a  well-lighted 
floor,  then  there  would  be  an  apprehension  of  the 

jar — on  account  of  the  possibility  of  this  supposi¬ 
tion,  the  non-existence  of  the  jar  on  such  a  floor 

is  to  be  known  through  non-apprehension.  But 
such  a  supposition  being  impossible  in  darkness, 
the  absence  of  the  jar  in  that  case  cannot  be 

known  through  non-apprehension.  Again,  if 
there  be  a  ghoul  in  a  pillar  by  a  relation  of 

identity,  it  would  be  perceptible  like  the  pillar; 

hence10  its  absence11  is  to  be  known  through  non¬ 
apprehension.  But  although  merit  etc.  exist  in 

the  self,  since  these  are  imperceptible,  there  is  no 

possibility  of  the  above-mentioned  supposition12 
regarding  apprehension,  and  hence  the  absence 

of  merit  etc.  cannot  be  known  through  non- 

appreheQsion.13 
['The  word  can  be  expounded  in  three  ways,  as 

meaning :  a  non-apprehension  that  is  possessed  of  capa¬ 
city  ;  a  non-apprehension  of  something  that  is  capable 
of  being  perceived ;  and  a  non-apprehension  in  some¬ 
thing  that  is  perceptible.  In  the  first  the  compound  is 
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Karmadhdraya  (cf.  black-bird);  in  the  second  it  is 

Sasthi-tatpurusa  (cf.  riverside);  and  in  the  third  it  is 

Saptami-tatpurusa  (cf.  homespun).  The  second  and 

third  alternatives  are  being  rejected  one  by  one  in 
favour  of  the  first. 

2 A  difference  of  the  form,  "The  pillar  is  not  a 

ghoul."  This  difference  is  perceptible.  But  if  the  first 
interpretation  be  taken,  then  the  ghoul  being  by  nature 

imperceptible,  non-apprehension  would  have  no  capacity 
here  to  distinguish  the  pillar  from  the  ghoul ;  but  as  a 

matter  of  fact,  it  does.  This  is  the  difficulty. 

8
 
 

Merit  etc.  are  imperceptible,  but  the  self,  in  which 

they  abide,  is  perceptible  
to  the  mind.  Hence,  

accord¬ 
ing  to  the  second  interpretation,  

merit  etc.  would  be 

known  to  be  absent  through  
non-apprehension  

;  but  they 
are  not.  This  is  the  anomaly. 

4  In  the  form,  "The  jar  would  be  perceived  (were 

it  here)." 
5  In  the  form,  "If  the  jar  were  here." 
6  Of  the  non-existence  mentioned  in  the  last  clause 

of  this  sentence ;  e.g.  a  floor. 

7  E.g.  a  jar. 

8  E.g.  non-existence  of  a  jar. 
9  Through  non-apprehension. 

10  Since  non-apprehension  that  is  possessed  of  capa¬ 
city  is  the  means  of  valid  knowledge  regarding  non¬ 
existence. 

11  That  is,  a  difference  of  the  form,  "The  pillar  is 
not  a  ghoul." 

12  If  there  be  merit  etc.  in  the  self,  they  would  be 
perceptible. 

13  Because  there  it  is  not  possessed  of  capacity.] 
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Non-apprehension  Cannot  Be  Replaced 

by  Perception 

smrawrg'T- 
55fsspT«Ic#  c^T  ̂ ^f^townrWRPC- 

•T  I  dcijfd 

^oR^frrsr^i  ^T^rci  5  grrar^r  ew  srfir- 

Objection1 :  In  cases  where  there  is  a  con¬ 

tact2  between  the  organ  and  the  substratum  of 
non-existence,  you  maintain  that  the  non-exist¬ 

ence  is  cognised  in  the  above-mentioned  manner3 
through  non -apprehension.  There,  with  regard 
to  the  mental  state4  in  the  form  of  the  non¬ 

existence  also,  it  is  the  prescribed5  organ  that 
should  be  the  instrument,  in  deference  to  the 

association  (of  the  cognition  of  non-existence) 
with  the  organ  by  the  method  of  agreement  and 

difference.6 

Reply:*  Not  so,  for  the  non-apprehension  of 
the  counterpositive  of  non-existence  being  also 

prescribed  as  a  cause  of  the  apprehension  of  non¬ 

existence,  we  simply  assume  that  (non -apprehen¬ 

sion)  to  be  the  instrument.7  Moreover,  since  the 

organ,  not  being  in  contact  with  non-existence,8 
cannot  be  a  cause9  of  the  apprehension  of  non¬ 
existence,  and  since  the  association  with  the  organ 
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by  the  method  of  agreement  and  difference 

exhausts10  itself  by  generating  a  knowledge11  of 
the  substratum  of  the  non-existence  and  so  on,12 

the  organ  is  a  superfluity.13 

I1  By  the  logician. 

2  Without  which  even  non-apprehension  would  be 
inoperative. 

3  By  the  argument,  “If  there  were  a  jar  here,  it 

would  be  perceived/ ' 
4  Which  must  be  assumed  in  the  apprehension  of 

non-existence. 

5  Admitted  as  the  instrument  for  the  perception  of 
objects. 

6  If  the  eye  is  in  contact  with  the  floor,  the  non¬ 
existence  of  the  jar  etc.  is  apprehended  ;  otherwise  not. 

7  According  to  Nyaya  as  well  as  Vedanta  the  organ 
and  non-apprehension  are  both  causes.  What  the 
Vedantin  does  is  to  call  the  latter  an  instrument,  or  an 

extraordinary  cause.  That  is  all. 

8  As  mainatined  by  the  logician,  but  with  its  sub¬ 
stratum. 

9  Much  less  an  instrument. 

'  10  So  it  cannot  in  addition  lead  to  an  apprehension 
of  non-existence. 

11  Which  in  its  turn  causes  the  apprehension  of  non¬ 
existence. 

12  Refers  to  the  knowledge  of  what  abides  in  the 
substratum. 

18  Any  at  hd-siddha — an  attendant  circumstance  not  to 
be  confounded  with  a  cause,  which  must  be  a  necessary 

invariable  antecedent.  For  example,  a  potter's  father 
with  regard  to  a  jar  made  by  the  former.  For  other 

instances  see  the  Bhasd-Pariccheda,  verses  19-22.] 
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aeqgrenrwfagfafe  a*  ffaftniw ̂   Ngw^sr 

^d^Nf^M^ag^rt  sfegsre™  iy  w  fWw^d-qwifq 

swnrf^ra^n  sic«i^^  fenjF%sfir  ?fd 

%T'  ̂ Tc^H,  swirasrcft^:  STcq^R^sfa  dc^l«WI^*I- 

55«WklgcT^c^Iri:  |  5tf?  ’T^hjcT^tWFI  JP^% 

g^qrgr  qc^gwiuidifd^d^fid  1 

rrfe”  ̂ F^diyra^giw^  Mdii^sfo  acq>*?Jnw 

gr^T^r  SR^^l!WT>lTfdWiWI'J|r^|W|qiTHr?5[  1 

Objection:  In  cases  of  apprehension  of  non¬ 

existence,  such  as,  “  There  is  no  jar  on  the  floor,” 
that  it  is  a  perception  in  respect  of  the  floor  is 

accepted  by  both.1  Hence,  it  being  necessary 
that  the  mental  state  should  reach  there,3  the 
Consciousness  limited  by  the  non-existence  of  the 
jar  abiding  in  the  floor  is,  like  the  Consciousness 

limited  by  the  floor,  not  different  from  the 

subject,3  and  therefore  the  non-existence  of  the 

jar  is  but  a  mattef  of  perception4  even  in  Vedanta. 

Reply:,  It  is  true;  for  although  the  appre¬ 

hension  of  non-existence  is  perceptual  knowl¬ 

edge,  its  instrument,  viz.,  non-apprehension,  is  a 
distinct  means  of  knowledge.  There  is  no  fixed 

rule  that  if  the  resulting  knowledge  be  perceptual, 

its  instrument,  too,  must  be  the  means  of  knowl¬ 

edge  called  perception;  for  although  the  knowl¬ 

edge  generated  by  a  sentence  like,  “You  are  the 
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tenth  man,"5  is  perceptual,  yet  its  instrument, 
viz.,  the  sentence,  is  admitted  to  be  a  distinct 

means6  of  knowledge  from  that  called  perception* 

[x  Vedanta  and  Nyaya. 

3

 

 

See  p.  16. 

3  Consciousness  limited  by  the  mind.  See  p.  16. 
4  And  not  of  non-apprehension.  See  p.  17. 

5  See  note  1  on  p.  21. 

6  Viz.,  verbal  testimony.] 

enrrcTOrsrnr 

qf»55^5TP:?i  ftsir  SPtf  swroi^  ST,  ffa- 

rqnrencgftq’rer:  i  srerararaT- 

f*hrrj  y4fil^M<a4f*STt&,CTRira*.*l»'<if3f 

akreHc^q;  1 

Objection:  How  can  there  be  a  different 

means  of  knowledge  unless  the  resulting  knowl¬ 
edge  is  of  a  different  class  ? 

Reply :  Not  so,  for  simply  from  the  fact  of 
the  mental  state  being  of  a  different  class,  we 
understand  that  the  means  of  knowledge  must  be 
different.  Thus  the  mental  state  in  the  form  of 

the  absence  of  a  jar  etc.  is  not  generated  by  the 
organ,  for  the  latter  is  not  in  contact  with  the 

object,1  but  it  is  generated  by  a  distinct  means  of 
knowledge,  viz.,  non-apprehension  of  the  jar  etc. 
Hence  non-apprehension  is  a  distinct  means  of 
valid  knowledge.  ■ 

[*  Viz.,  the  absence  of  a  jar  etc.] 
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sriTOT#ts*gqn^?r  1  sr  %srcfrp,  unffqr- 

c^tgqq w  •,  npfigr^^cgmi^  urorai: 

I  1*10^11*^791^  f^f^t  ®f  I  Mil" 

vrraspfl  ;r  ac^rgrtcM^^rarffra^r^?: ,  ferj  *3?rey- 

fewnfr  safest  Enroll  >jcr^  sitcV^ 

fcq5?miw^^,  ?mif?rar- 

<?9i3K9  S^^TFRTri;  | 

Objection :  Admitting  that  non-apprehension 

is  a  distinct  means  of  knowledge,  since  the  appre¬ 

hension  of  non-existence  is  perceptual  knowl¬ 

edge,  even  a  mistaken  apprehension  of  the  non¬ 
existence  of  a  jar  in  a  place  containing  a  jar 
would  be  perceptual  knowledge,  and  hence  even 
in  such  a  case  one  will  have  to  admit  an  indescrib¬ 

able  non-existence  of  the  jar.1  You  cannot  say 
this  is  a  welcome  objection,  for  if  that  non¬ 
existence  be  a  product  of  the  cosmic  illusion 

(may a) ,  it  cannot  reasonably  be  a  non-existence2 ; 
and  if  it  be  not  a  product  of  the  cosmic  illusion, 
the  latter  cannot  be  held  to  be  the  material  cause 

of  all  effects  whatsoever.3 

Reply:  Not  so.  The  mistaken  apprehen¬ 
sion  of  the  non-existence  of  a  jar  in  a  place 

containing  a  jar  has  not  for  its  object  an  in¬ 

stantly  produced  non-existence  of  the  jar,  but 

inasmuch  as  that  normal  non-existence  of  a  jar 
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which  is  already  present  in  the  colour  etc.4  of  the 
floor,  is  superimposed  on  the  floor,  it  is  but  a 

case  of  mistaking  one  thing  for  another5;  for  in 
a  case6  where  there  is  vicinity  of  the  thing  super¬ 
imposed,  it  is  this  mistaking  of  one  thing  for 

another7  that  is  always  held  to  be  the  fact. 
I1  As  in  the  case  of  a  rope  mistaken  for  a  snake. 

2  Because  the  cosmic  illusion  as  a  positive  entity 
can  produce  only  positive  entities. 

3  Which  is  a  postulate  of  Vedanta. 

4  Refers  to  touch  etc.  A  Jar  never  exists  in  qualities 
etc. 

5  Anyathd-khyati,  advocated  by  the  logicians. 
6  See  p.  67. 

7  And  not  a  knowledge  of  things  as  indescribable, 
that  is,  as  neither  same  nor  different  from  the  reality 

(anirvacaniya-khydti) .  ] 

cT'-gMi'iJKN  5FjJc^tRc3T- 

f^*TT  ̂rUciHct, 

f«ft  strict:  ?  «f  g 

asra  gqsafogwtfagRc^- 

,  qftoi  fo> 

^1%  H5TR3TTW:  I  5Wra  STT^^T  qft«Wgqty»f 

HRT,  *  337,  %§^cT  I 
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Or,  in  cases  where  there  is  a  mistaken  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  non-existence  of  a  thing  in  a 
substratum  containing  it,  we  may  concede  that 

the  non-existence  in  question  is  indescribable; 
still  its  material  cause  is  but  the  cosmic  illusion. 

It  is  not  that  the  material  cause  and  the  effect 

must  be  altogether  similar,  for  even  threads  and 

a  cloth  are  heterogeneous  in  respect  of  their 
attributes  such  as  threadhood  and  clothhood; 

and  there  is  some  homogeneity  between  the 

cosmic  illusion  and  the  indescribable  non-exist¬ 

ence  of  a  jar,  viz.,  in  respect  of  the  attribute  of 

falsity.  Otherwise,1  why  don't  you  raise  the 
objection2  how  the  cosmic  illusion  can  be  the 
material  cause  of  the  conventional  non-existence3 
of  a  jar?  Nor  can  you  urge  that  even  if  two 

heterogeneous  things  may  stand  to  each  other  in 
the  relation  of  material  cause  and  effect,  it  is 

Brahman4  that  should  be  the  material  cause  of 
the  universe.  For  Brahman  is  accepted  as  that, 

as  being  the  substratum  of  the  phantasm  of  the 

universe;  but  being  devoid  of  parts,  It  cannot  be 
the  transformative  material  cause  of  the  universe. 

So  the  conclusion  of  Vedanta  is  that  the  trans¬ 
formative  material  cause  of  the  universe  is  the 

cosmic  illusion,  not  Brahman.  There  is  no  need 

to  dilate  on  the  point. 

[xThat  is,  if  the  cosmic  illusion  be  not  the  material 
cause  of  non-existence. 

2  About  the  last  portion  of  paragraph  1  on  p.  139: 
"And  if  it  be  not"  etc. 
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3  As  opposed  to  illusory  non-existence.  That  is, 
where  the  jar  is  actually  non-existent. 

4  And  not  the  cosmic  illusion.] 

Four  Kinds  of  Non-existence 

qraiqaqgfqsr— qnrarq:  q^'snqrqtecqqn- 

qrq^sfqtororqsrfa- 1  qq  qrrcvr 

ysfcicq#:  ̂   qtswq:  qnmiq:  i  e  q 

spfHqfqqq:  i  gnshr  y^r  *p^qiqm??rt 

qtonq:  qvqsmrq:  i  vfewift  sqTfaqrcq- 

q.qigqf^f  STT57  qq  i  q  q  yiVqararqm:,  yiwH- 

sq^qifq  ygq^rqlfir^qecqr^-,  apqyr  qrnvrrer- 

fqqrst  qrq^TtqtyrsFnqf^*  i  q  ̂q- 

qfq  qq  ̂ rfviqrrtrf  fogq  yq  qpj  Www  ?fq 

qrsqqi  qrginqfqqircor  qi%  Iterjqsqfqftqr  q^r 

greq  fqgqcqqf^rg^t,  ri^fdftq^q  *nNq  w- 

fqqofcnqT  q^qqinicqTtJ:  I  qfq  q  ’iqsnfaqj^ri 

qgflqqiq^qTRTgrqqiqcqt^  i  qgqig— “qfa^qiqfrft 

I?  srcq:  qjfsqqq^gq:”  *fq  I  yq  gfov^q- 

That  non-existence  is  of  four  kinds — previous 
non-existence,  nbn-existence  as  destruction, 
absolute  non-existence  and  mutual  non-existence. 
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Of  these,  previous  non-existence  is  the  absence 
of  an  effect  such  as  a  jar  in  its  cause,  a  lump  of 

clay,  for  example,  before  the  effect  has  originated. 

It  is  the  object  of  a  cognition  that  the  thing  will 

come  into  being.  Non-existence  as  destruction 

is  the  absence  of  a  jar  in  that  very  thing,1  after 
the  jar  has  been  dealt  a  blow  with  a  club.  (This 

non-existence  as)  destruction  is  also  certainly 

destroyed2  when  its  substratum,  the  pieces  of  a 
jar,  is  destroyed.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  this 

would  lead  to  a  reappearance  of  the  jar,  for 

even  the  destruction  of  destruction  of  a  jar  is  a 

destruction  of  which  the  counterpositive  is  the 

jar.3  Otherwise,  when  a  jar,  which  represents 
the  destruction  of  its  previous  non-existence, 

ceases  to  be,  the  previous  non-existence  would 

reappear.1  It  cannot  be  questioned  how  there 
can  be  a  cessation  of  destruction  where  the  sub¬ 

stratum  of  the  destruction  is  eternal.5  For  if 
such  substratum  be  apart  from  Consciousness, 

then  its  eternity  is  untenable,  because  it  will  be 

stated  later  on6  that  everything  but  Brahman 
terminates  with  the  realisation  of  Brahman.  And 

if  the  substratum  of  the  destruction  be  Con¬ 

sciousness,  this7  is  also  untenable,  for  a  destruc¬ 
tion  the  counterpositive  of  which  is  fancied,  and 

which  merely  appears  in  its  substratum,  is 

nothing  but  that  substratum.8  So  it  has  been 

said :  ‘  ‘  The  destruction  of  an  imaginary  thing  is 
but  its  being  reduced  to  its  substratum.”  Simi¬ 
larly,  the  destruction  of  silver  appearing  in  a 
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nacre  is  nothing  but  Consciousness  limited  by 

'this.'9 

[*  Viz.,  the  material  cause,  such  as  a  lump  of  clay. 

2  This  is  contrary  to  the  view  of  the  logicians,  accord¬ 
ing  to  whom  it  has  a  beginning,  but  no  end. 

8  And  not  the  preceding  destruction.  That  is  to 
say,  when  a  jar  is  first  broken  into  pieces,  it  is  destroyed, 

and  when  these  pieces  are  further  broken,  the  previous 
destruction  ends.  But  this  end  of  destruction  does  not 

mean  that  the  jar  re-emerges,  on  the  analogy  of  two 
negatives  making  an  affirmative.  For  we  still  cognise 

that  the  jar  has  been  destroyed. 

4  Which  the  logicians  do  not  admit. 
5  As,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  an  atom,  which  is 

the  substratum  of  the  destruction  of  a  dyad. 

6  In  Chapter  VIII. 

7  The  fact  of  Consciousness  (Brahman)  being  the 
substratum  of  the  destruction. 

8  Hence  destruction  being  identical  with  Conscious¬ 
ness  (Brahman),  the  latter  cannot  be  called  its  sub¬ 
stratum. 

9  Something  shining  connected  with  the  eye,  not  yet 
identified  as  a  nacre.  See  p.  50.] 

tot  1 

utaitfhi  i  sr”  rf?r 

inwjrwwE*  1  stf  gtreiteu- 
*ror  sfe  5 
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st  sftsSr?:  1  fjfsvftsft  vsreprfNfrfrqr,  a*fon- 

faffft  qgropspnt  ̂ frss^wnsra;  1 

That  whose  non-existence  in  a  particular  sub¬ 

stratum  is  for  all  time — past,  present  and  future — 
has  absolute  non-existence  (there) ;  as,  the  absolute 
non-existence  of  colour  in  air.  It,  too,  is  indeed 

the  counterpositive  of  destruction,1  like  the  ether 
etc.  Mutual  non-existence  is  what  is  an  object  of 

the  cognition,  4 ‘This  is  not  such  and  such.”  It 
is  this  difference  that  is  designated  as  disjunction 

and  separateness,2  for  there  is  nothing  to  prove 
that  separateness  etc.  are  something  over  above 

difference  (mutual  non-existence).  This  mutual 

non-existence  is  possessed  of  a  beginning  when 

its  substratum  has  a  beginning3;  as,  the  difference 
a  jar  has  from  a  cloth.4  But  it  is  indeed  without 
a  beginning  when  its  substratum  is  such;  as,  the 
difference  of  the  individual  self  from  Brahman, 
or  the  difference  of  Brahman  from  the  individual 

self.  Both  these  kinds  of  difference  are  indeed 

the  counterpositives  of  destruction,5  for  when 
nescience  ceases,  all  that  depend  on  it  necessarily 
cease. 

[xThat  is,  subject  to  destruction — not  eternal,  as  in 

Nyaya. 

2  Which  are  distinct  qualities  according  to  Nyaya. 

3  According  to  Nyaya,  mutual  non-existence  is 
eternal. 

4  A  difference  of  the  form,  “  A  jar  is  not  a  cloth.” 
6  That  is,  are  subject  to  destruction  or  transitory.] 
io 
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Mutual  Non-existence  is  Twofold 

g*dq  fefro:— sftqrfopt  ftqqifeqagfo  i 
a^Mifo'HqirsqiqrewrcreT  sftqrfsrasR**  ? 

fsreqifaq>Rq.  I  crerefr  q«n  qM&ii<hwgi  etct- 

siqifcn%  5  q«n  sir  qq>*q  ̂ ?i*q  asHTrewSfer 

|  cRR  5nunfts^:q^0l^r^?:  I 

«rar  sfc  q^:  i 

Difference  is  again  of  two  kinds — conditioned 
and  unconditioned.  Of  these,  conditioned  differ¬ 
ence  is  that  the  existence  of  which  is  the  subordi¬ 

nate  concomitant  (vyapya)1  of  the  existence  of 
its  limiting  adjunct  ( upadhi ),  and  unconditioned 
difference  is  that  which  has  not  this  kind  of 

existence.  An  example  of  the  first  of  these  is 

this :  One  and  the  same  ether  is  differentited  by 

different  limiting  adjuncts  such  as  a  jar.2  Or  as 
the  one  sun  is  manifold  according  to  different 

water  vessels.3  Thus  one  and  the  same  Brahman 

appears  as  different  owing  to  different  minds.4 
Unconditioned  difference  is — as  is  the  difference 

a  jar  has  from  a  cloth.6 
pSee  note  i  on  p.  71. 

2  Here  the  existence  of  the  ether  enclosed  by  the  jar 
is  the  subordinate  concomitant  of  the  existence  of  the 

jar ;  that  is,  it  is  never  present  where  the  latter  is  not. 

3  In  which  the  sun  is  reflected.  The  two  examples 
point  respectively  to  what  is  known  as  the  doctrine  of 

{apparent)  limitation  {avacchina-vada)  and  the  doctrine 
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of  reflection  ( pratibimba-vdda ),  with  regard  to  the  rela¬ 
tion  between  the  individual  self  and  the  Supreme  Self 
or  Brahman. 

4  Serving  either  as  (apparent)  limiting  adjuncts  or 
as  reflecting  media. 

5  See  note  4  on  p.  14.] 

sro^n- 

«T^r:  i 

*i  qwfa 

*  %  1  foreiirsfoqrigmfr 

s*  i 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  a  difference  in  the 
form  of  the  universe  be  admitted  even  in 

Brahman,  it  will  contradict  Monism.  For  since 
real  difference  is  not  admitted,  the  universe  does 

not,  like  the  ether1  etc.,  serve  as  an  impedi¬ 
ment  to  Monism;  because  it  is  admitted  to  be 

superimposed  on  Brahman,  the  One  without  a 

second.  So  it  has  been  said  by  Suresvaracarya : 

“Why  this  intolerance  of  yours  about  Brahman 

being  assumed  to  be  an  aspirant?  Don’t  you 
see  that  the  (whole)  universe  has  been  super¬ 

imposed  on  Brahman  Itself  through  ignorance?” 
(Br.  Va.  I.  iv.  1279).  Hence  the  qualifying 

epithet,  ‘Other  than  previous  non-existence,’  in 
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the  inference2  regarding  nescience  in  the  Viva - 

rana3  as  also  the  qualifying  clause,  ‘  Which  is  a 
positive  entity/  in  the  definition4  of  nescience  in 
the  Tattva-pradipikd 5  is  appropriate. 

[xThe  distinction  between  the  all-pervading  ether 
and  that  enclosed  by  a  jar  is  only  apparent,  there  being 

only  one  indivisible  ether.  So  with  Brahman. 

2  The  reference  is  to  the  following  passage,  “One 
may  also  infer:  Valid  cognition,  which  is  in  dispute, 

must  be  produced  by  something  other  than  its  previous 

non-existence  (viz.,  nescience),  which  covers  the  objects 
(e.g.  a  jar)  of  that  cognition  and  is  removed  by  it,  and 

which  co-exists  with  that  cognition  ;  for  it  reveals  un¬ 
discovered  objects ;  as  is  the  case  with  the  first  beam 

of  a  lamp  in  darkness”  (V.  S.  S.,  p.  13,  11.  4-7). 
3  See  note  3  on  p.  1. 
4 The  definition  is  like  this:  “Nescience  is  that 

which  is  a  positive  entity  without  a  beginning  and  is 

terminated  by  knowledge”  (N.  S.  Ed.,  p.  57). 
5  Under  verse  9  of  Chapter  I.  See  note  7  on  p.  39.] 

The  cognition  of  the  above  four  kinds  of 

non-existence  is  through  non-apprehension  that 

is  possessed  of  capacity.  Hence  non-apprehen¬ 
sion  is  a  separate  means  of  knowledge. 

The  Validity  of  Knowledge  is  Intrinsic 

and  Self-evident 
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The  validity  of  knowledge  generated  by  the 

above-mentioned  means  of  knowledge  originates 

by  itself  and  is  self-evident.1  To  explain :  Valid 
knowledge  is  that  knowledge  regarding  some¬ 

thing2  possessing  a  particular  attribute,3  which 
has  that  attribute  as  its  feature  ( prakara ),4 
which  is  conducive  to  successful  effort,5  and 
which  includes  recollection  as  well  as  fresh 

experience.6  That  validity  is  due  to  the  totality7 
of  causes  producing  knowledge  in  general,  and 

does  not  depend  on  extra  merit,8  for  there  is  no 
merit  that  abides  in  all  valid  knowledge.  Nor  is 

the  contact  of  an  organ  with  a  large  number  of 

parts  (of  the  object)  a  merit  of  valid  perception, 

for  it  is  absent  in  the  perception  of  colour  etc.9 

as  also  of  the  self,10  and  in  spite  of  the  contact, 

the  perception,  “The  conch  is  yellow/'  is  an 
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error.  Hence  a  valid  consideration11  of  the  sign, 
or  the  like,12  is  also  not  a  merit  of  other  forms  of 
valid  knowledge  such  as  inferential  knowledge, 
for  even  when  there  is  a  fallacious  consideration 

of  the  sign  and  so  forth,  inferential  knowledge 

etc.  are  valid  if  their  objects  are  uncontradicted.13 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  in  that  case14  even  invalid 
knowledge  would  be  valid  knowledge,  since  the 

totality  of  causes  of  knowledge  in  general  are  the 
same;  for  the  absence  of  defects  is  also  admitted 

to  be  a  cause.  Nor  does  valid  knowledge  become 

thereby  dependent  on  other  things,  for  depend¬ 
ence  comes  only  when  adventitious  positive 
entities  act  as  causes. 

I1  Both  the  points  are  denied  by  logicians. 

2  E.g.  a  floor  containing  a  jar,  or  silver  possessed  of 
silverhood. 

3  Viz.,  the  jar,  or  silverhood. 

4  In  the  phrase  ‘  a  floor  containing  a  jar/  the  jar  is 
the  qualifying  attribute  (viiesana).  Similarly  in  the 

word  ‘silver/  silverhood  is  that  attribute.  The  quali¬ 
fying  attribute  of  a  thing  that  is  known  is  the  feature 

( prakara )  in  the  knowledge  of  the  thing.  Hence  the 

gist  of  this  portion  of  the  definition  is:  Valid  knowl¬ 
edge  is  knowing  a  thing  as  it  is,  and  not  as  something 
else,  which  would  be  error.  For  instance,  the  sentence, 

”  The  lake  has  fire,”  does  not  give  us  valid  knowledge, 
for  a  lake  contains  water,  and  not  fire. 

5  One  that  can  be  fulfilled.  When  we  see  a  real 
piece  of  silver,  our  effort  to  take  it  can  materialise. 
Not  so,  however,  when  we  mistake  a  nacre  as  silver. 

This  latter  leads  to  unsuccessful  effort.  See  p.  48. 

°0n  p.  5  two  definitions  of  valid  knowledge  were 
given,  in  the  second  one  of  which  recollection  was 
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included.  The  present  definition  is  relating  to  that. 

According  to  Nyaya,  recollection  is  not  valid  knowl¬ 
edge. 

7  Viz.,  the  conjunction  of  the  self  and  mind. 

8  As  the  logicians  say.  Particulars  of  these  merits  or 
favourable  conditions  are  enumerated  in  the  Bhdsa- 

Pariccheda,  verses  132-134. 

9  Refers  to  taste,  smell,  etc.,  which  also  have  no 

parts. 
10  In  which  perception  no  contact  is  admitted. 

“See  p.  73.  For  the  consideration  to  be  valid,  the 
sign  also  must  be  true. 

“Refers  to  consistency  etc. 

“That  is,  accidentally  happen  to  be  true. 

14  If  validity  is  held  to  depend  on  the  totality  of 
causes  of  valid  knowledge  in  general.] 

5T3FRT  SimTHrofa  I  ST  WW|WKMl;j,M" 

qfa:,  5Tsi 

gfej^reRsiT5wn%sr  era  nwiqq&muHi.  i  qjr 

sn^c^rswstr^5rmRsr«i>«ic#  1 

ft^rsrm^TrT;  *i 

sfowi-i'wteu  1 
The  validity  of  knowledge  is  also  spontane¬ 

ously  apprehended.1  Spontaneous  apprehension 

is  the  fact  of  being  grasped  by  the  totality2  of 
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causes  that  apprehend  the  substratum3  of  the 
validity,  provided  no  defect  is  present.  The 
substratum  of  the  validity  is  the  Consciousness 

manifested  as  the  mental  state,4  and  the  cause 
of  its  cognition  is  the  Consciousness  designated 

as  the  witness.5  That  too,  when  it  apprehends 
the  Consciousness  manifested  as  the  mental  state, 

apprehends  the  validity  of  the  latter  as  well.  It 

cannot  be  urged  that  in  that  case6  there  cannot 
be  any  room  for  doubt  about  the  validity  of 

knowledge.  For  in  order  that  doubt  may  arise, 
there  must  be  some  defect  also  in  the  validity, 

and  therefore,  owing  to  an  absence  of  the  causes 

of  apprehending  the  substratum7  of  the  validity, 
which  (absence)  is  bound  up  with  an  absence  of 
defects,  there  would  be  no  apprehension  at  all  of 

the  validity  of  the  knowledge.  Or  spontaneity 

(self-evidence)8  is  the  capacity  of  being  cognised 
by  all  that  apprehends  the  substratum  of  the 

validity.  In  a  case  of  doubt,  although  the 

validity  may  possess  that  capacity,  yet  it  is  not 
apprehended  on  account  of  some  defect.  Hence 
there  is  a  reasonable  chance  for  doubt. 

I]1  That  is,  is  self-evident.  Not,  as  in  Nyaya,  to  be 
established  by  inference. 

2  That  is,  all  the  causes  involved  in  the  act  of  cogni¬ 
tion  by  the  witness. 

3  According  to  Nyaya,  the  knowledge,  ‘This  jar/ 
4  A  modification  of  the  mind  in  the  form  of  the 

object.  See  p.  16. 

6  Consciousness  having  the  mind  as  its  limiting  ad¬ 
junct.  See  p.  40.  The  witness,  however,  is  only  one 
of  the  causes.  See  note  2  above. 
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6  If  the  validity  of  knowledge  be  self-evident. 
7  Consciousness  associated  with  the  mental  state, 

"  Is  this  a  jar  or  not?” 
8  Of  the  validity  of  knowledge.] 

awrwpHFg  »i  ywqwwqiwfliwWt,  Jmrar- 

jramnunrarrora:  5  fog  1  streromnwi 

^nforr  ngtgwwcqig  1  fog 

<ror  n^T- 

The  invalidity  of  knowledge,  however,  is  not 
due  to  the  totality  of  causes  of  knowledge  in 
general,  for  in  that  case  even  valid  knowledge 

would  be  invalid1;  but  it  is  due  to  some  (adventi¬ 
tious)  defect.  Nor  is  the  invalidity  apprehended 
by  all  that  apprehends  its  substratum.  For  since 
the  circumstances  leading  to  the  invalidity,  for 
example,  the  cognition  that  the  knowledge  in 
question  possesses  the  absence  of  the  qualifying 

attribute  (visesana)  2  are  not  presented3  by  the 
Consciousness  associated  with  the  mental  state, 
the  witness  cannot  apprehend  them;  but  it  is  the 

object  of  an  inferential  knowledge,4  for  instance,5 
that  has  for  its  sign  unsuccessful  effort  etc.' 
Thus  the  invalidity  of  knowledge  arises  and  is 
apprehended  through  some  extraneous  agency 
alone. 
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l1  Being  produced  by  the  same  cause. 

2  Of  the  thing  that  appears  in  something  else,  e.g. 
silver. 

3  When  a  nacre  is  mistaken  for  silver,  there  is  no 
mental  state  in  the  form  of  the  nacre  or  the  absence  of 
silver. 

4 For  example,  “This  knowledge  of  silver  is  invalid, 
for  it  leads  to  unsuccessful  effort/ ' 

5  Refers  to  verbal  comprehension  etc. — for  example, 
if  somebody  says,  “  This  is  not  silver,  but  a  nacre/' 

6 Refers  to  sleep  etc.] 



CHAPTER  VII 

THE  SUBJECT-MATTER  OF  VEDANTA 

Twofold  Validity  of  the  Means  of 
Knowledge 
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The  validity  of  the  means  of  knowledge  that 

have  been  described  in  the  above  manner  is  of 

two  kinds — as  setting  forth  conventional  reality 
and  as  setting  forth  absolute  reality.  Of  these, 
the  validity  of  all  means  of  knowledge  except 

that1  which  apprehends  the  true  nature  of  Brah¬ 
man  is  of  the  first  variety,  since  their  objects  are 
free  from  contradiction  during  the  phenomenal 

state  of  existence.2  The  second  kind  of  validity 
belongs  to  Vedantic  texts  that  set  forth  the 
identity  of  the  individual  self  with  Brahman,  for 

instance,  those  beginning  with  “This  universe, 

my  dear,  was  but  Existence  in  the  beginning' ' 
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{Choi.  VI.  ii.  i),  and  ending  with,  "Thou  art 
That"  {Ibid.  VI.  viii.  7 — xvi.  3);  for  the  thing 
they  teach,  viz.,  the  identity  of  the  individual 
self  with  the  Supreme  Self,  is  uncontradictable 

for  all  time — past,  present  and  future.  And  since 
the  realisation  of  that  identity  depends  on  a 

knowledge  of  the  meanings  of  the  words  ‘  That  ’ 
and  ‘thou,’  the  meaning  of  the  word  ‘That’  is 
being  first  ascertained  with  the  help  of  charac¬ 
teristics  and  the  means  of  knowledge. 

[l  That  is,  verbal  (scriptural)  testimony. 

2  That  is,  prior  to  the  realisation  of  one’s  identity 
with  Brahman.] 

Essential  and  Secondary  Characteristics  of 

Brahman  :  The  Meaning  of  ‘  That  ’ 

in  "Thou  art  That." 

a*  agqqggraiife  i 

create  55^i 

arawrei”  *curr%rit:  1  f^*rar% 
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Now  characteristics  are  of  two  kinds — essential 

and  secondary.  Of  these,  essential  characteristics 
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(svariipa-laksana)  consist  in  the  very  nature 

(svarupa)  of  a  thing.  As,  Truth  etc.  are  essen¬ 
tial  characteristics  of  Brahman,  for  this  is  borne 

out  by  such  Sruti  texts  as,  “Brahman  is  Truth, 

Knowledge  and  Infinitude  ’’  ( Tai .  II.  1)  and  “  He 

knew  that  Bliss  was  Brahman”  (Ibid.  III.  6). 
Objection:  Since  a  thing  cannot  abide  in 

itself,  how  can  it  be  a  characteristic  (of  itself)  ? 

Reply :  Not  so,  for  since  the  same  thing  can 

be  conceived  of  as  a  possessor  of  attributes  and 
an  attribute  with  regard  to  itself,  it  can  be  a  thing 

having  a  characteristic  as  also  a  characteristic.1 

So  it  has  been  stated,  ' '  Bliss,  the  experience  of 
objects  and  eternity  are  the  attributes.  Although 

they  are  not  separate  from  Consciousness  (Brah¬ 

man),  they  appear  to  be  so  ”  (Pancapadika,  p.  4, 
1.  3). 

[xThat  is  to  say.  Truth,  Knowledge,  etc.  are  Brah¬ 
man,  but  they  are  assumed  to  be  Its  attributes.  Hence 

these  can  be  regarded  as  both.] 

stw  sift 

sr  3ni5RtiR<*>K,Jic^tT  1  m  ‘sPRj’-q^i 

W&rlld'  I 



158 VEDANTA-PARIBHASA 

srswri  sq:  i 

grcwnfoiagt  *ujt  srorasi  3rra^  n” 

qj  *qf  smftq”  |cq#3fen!sin  5  ?ngSJ$al 

“?TCCTtef5a”  HcqrRqiVW:  I 

A  secondary  characteristic  is  that  which, 

although  not  lasting  as  long  as  the  thing  possess¬ 
ing  it  lasts,  yet  differentiates  it  from  other  things. 

As,  the  possession  of  smell  is  a  (secondary) 
characteristic  of  earth,  for  there  is  no  smell  in 

atoms  (of  earth)  on  the  dissolution  of  the  universe, 

nor  in  jars  etc.  at  the  time  of  their  origin.  With 

regard  to  the  subject  under  discussion  (Brahman), 

Its  being  the  cause  of  the  birth  etc.1  of  the 
universe  is  such  a  characteristic.  Here  the  word 

‘  universe  ’  means  the  sum  total  of  effects.  And 
causality  is  agency.  Hence  the  characteristic 

does  not  unwarrantedly  extend  to  nescience  etc.2 
Agency  is  the  possession  of  an  immediate  knowl¬ 
edge,  the  desire  to  do  and  activity  regarding 

particular  material  causes.3  About  God’s  pos¬ 
sessing  an  immediate  knowledge  of  all  material 

causes,  Sruti  texts  like  the  following  are  evidence : 

“From  Him  who  knows  all  things  in  a  general 
and  a  particular  way,  and  whose  meditation  is  a 

(natural)  result  of  His  knowledge,  are  produced 

this  Hiranyagarbha,4  and  names,  colours  and 

foods”  (Mu.  I.  i.  9).  About  His  desire  to  do  of 
the  above  kind,5  Sruti  texts  like,  “It  desired: 
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Let  Me  multiply,  let  Me  be  effectively  born" 
(Tai.  II.  6),  are  evidence.  And  about  that  kind 

of  activity  of  His,  passages  like,  4 'He  (Hiranya- 

garbha)  produced  the  mind”  (Br.  I.  ii.  1),  (are 
proofs) . 

[*  Refers  to  maintenance  and  dissolution. 

2  Refers  to  Nature  and  atoms,  for  example,  which, 
being  insentient,  are  not  agents. 

3  Of  things  to  be  done. 
4  The  ‘  effect-Brahman/  that  is.  Brahman  as  the  sum 

total  of  the  manifested  universe. 

5  That  is,  concerning  all  material  causes  of  things  to 
be  done.] 

swsN  i  ss  I 

5^>ft  s  “qcft  st  *mf*r 

3n<nfo  sftsfer,  ssfcsftreHssifci’’ 

Here  three  characteristics,  each  embodying 

only  one  of  the  items — knowledge,  desire,  etc.,1 
are  meant,  for  otherwise  it  would  involve  the 

fallacy  of  ‘  redundant  qualifying  attributes.’2  For 
the  same  reason  only  one  of  the  following  three 

items,  viz.,  origin,  maintenance  and  dissolution, 
should  at  a  time  enter  into  the  characteristic. 

Thus  there  are  altogether  nine3  characteristics  (of 

Brahman).  As  regards  Brahman's  being  the 
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cause  of  the  origin  etc.  of  the  universe,  Sruti 

texts  like  the  following  are  proofs:  “From 

which  these  beings4  are  bom,  in  which  they  live 
after  birth  and  to  which  they  (finally)  return  and 

become  merged”  ( Ten .  III.  i). 
Refers  to  activity. 

2 As  in  the  sentence,  “The  hill  has  fire,  because  it 

has  blue  smoke.”  Here  the  word  ‘blue*  is  redundant, 
smoke  alone  being  sufficient  for  inferring  the  presence 
of  fire. 

3  By  combining  knowledge,  desire  and  activity  sever¬ 
ally  with  cosmic  origin,  maintenance  and  dissolution. 

4  From  Hiranyagarbha  down  to  a  clump  of  grass.] 

mu  fSffe^nTfqT^TJrc^f  scgnft 

“ts  ̂   s^ssicm,”  “sg  ̂ tt 
sinfas”  I 

“si:  m^,n  “sit  wrfs,”  “si 
s  r  ^  , 

5Sq<VCItSN  wSTfPF^IS^ISSrsST^Ft  I 

Or  the  characteristic  of  Brahman  is  that  It  is 

the  material  cause  of  the  entire  universe.  By 

‘  material  cause  ’  is  meant  the  substratum  of  the 

superimposition  of  the  universe,  or  the  sub¬ 

stratum  of  the  cosmic  illusion  (mayo)  that  trans¬ 
forms  itself  in  the  shape  of  the  universe.  It  is  in 

view  of  such  material  causality  that  Brahman  and 
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the  universe  have  been  described  as  identical  in 

Sruti  texts  like  the  following:  “This  all  is  that 

Self "  (Br.  II.  iv.  6),  “It  became  the  gross  and 
the  subtle' '  ( Tai .  II.  6),  and  “Let  Me  multiply, 

let  Me  be  effectively  bom  "  (Ibid.  II.  6;  Cha.  VI. 

ii.  3).  Conventional  statements  like,  “The  jar 
exists,"  “The  jar  is  manifest,"  and  “The  jar  is 
desirable,"  are  also  on  account  of  the  super¬ 
imposition  of  identity  (of  the  jar)  with  Brahman, 

the  Existence-Knowledge-Bliss  Absolute,  (on  It). 

sw- 

cisrrwnsnrj; si? 

“sifter  mf?r  fara  *nn  %cwrsa^q.  1 

»»rei  5pj  agj^i  ?Rfr  5*iqc.  11”  1 

Objection:  If  a  jar  etc.  are  treated  as  desir¬ 
able  on  account  of  their  superimposition  on  the 
Consciousness  that  is  Bliss,  then,  since  pain  also 
is  superimposed  on  That,  it  too  would  be  treated 
as  desirable. 

Reply:  No;  for  accepting  the  principle,  “If 
there  is  superimposition,  its  cause  may  be  traced; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  just  because  there  is  a 

cause,  there  must  be  superimposition,"  although 
11 
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there  may  be  a  superimposition  on  pain  of  the 

Existence  and  Knowledge  aspects  (of  Brahman), 

there  is  no  superimposition  of  the  Bliss  aspect. 

The  application  of  the  two  aspects,  viz.,  name 

and  form,  with  regard  to  the  universe  is  due  to 
its  relation  to  name  and  form,  which  are 
the  modifications  of  nescience.  So  it  has  been 

said:  "Existence,  manifestation,  agreeableness, 
form  and  name — these  are  the  five  aspects  (of 
phenomena).  The  first  three  are  characteristics 

of  Brahman,  and  the  next  two  of  the  universe.’’1 

[*  Sankaracarya’s  Vakya-sudha,  20.  So  the  relation 
of  Brahman  to  name  and  form  and  that  of  the  universe 

to  existence  etc.  are  but  cases  of  a  transference  of 

attributes!] 

Cosmogony:  its  Order 

f#  sfsqqft,  qf  *qf  qsrr^q,” 

qa  qj  qqf  snrftq”  Ccqrf^t:  i  a?r 
qaagrTFqqa^dlft  | 

WWHW  STSft  Jjor:,  qpft^  ̂ Mff,  StaTCPg 
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I  *r  sral  snsremrara;  i 

Now  the  order  of  the  manifestation  of  the 

universe  is  being  described.  At  the  beginning  of 

creation,  the  Supreme  Lord,  aided  by  the  (past) 

actions1  of  beings,  which  are  the  causes  of  the 
variety  of  the  universe  that  is  about  to  be  created, 

as  also  by  the  cosmic  illusion,2  which  is  endowed 
with  an  unlimited  and  inscrutable  power,  first 

conceives  in  His  mind  the  entire  universe3  con¬ 

sisting  of  names  and  forms,  and  resolves,  “I 
shall  do  this  ” ;  for  the  Sruti  says,  "  It  reflected: 

Let  Me  multiply,  let  Me  be  effectively  bom” 
(Cha.  VI.  ii.  3),  and  “  It  desired:  Let  Me  multi¬ 

ply,  let  Me  be  effectively  born”  ( Tax .  II.  6). 
From  that  the  five4  simple5  elements  beginning 
with  the  ether,  which  are  signified  by  the  word 

tanmatra 5  (subtle  element),  are  produced.  Of 
these,  the  property  of  the  ether  is  sound;  those  of 
air  are  sound  and  touch;  those  of  fire  are  sound, 

touch  and  colour;  those  of  water  are  sound, 

touch,  colour  and  taste;  and  those  of  earth  are 

sound,  touch,  colour,  taste  and  smell.  Sound  is 

not  the  property  of  the  ether  alone,  for  it  is  found 
in  air  etc.  also.  Nor  is  this  an  error,  for  there  is 

nothing  to  contradict  it. 

LThis  explains  the  differences  that  we  find  in  the 

universe.  For  these  not  God,  but  the  beings  them¬ 
selves,  are  responsible. 

2  Maya,  which  is  the  material  cause. 
3  As  it  was  in  the  previous  cycle  ( kalpa ).  So  the 
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present  manifested  universe  is  a  replica  of  the  previous 
one. 

4  Ether,  air,  fire  (or  light),  water  and  earth. 
5  Not  combined  with  the  other  four ;  hence  subtle. 

For  the  process  of  combination  see  p.  167. 

6 Lit.,  'only  that/  that  is,  not  combined  with  the 
other  elements.] 

*pn:  I  q&ST  q2gp$- 

g|?ncfewrfo  1  sfisn^r  <T23HT 

ggoif  sfifru  i 

These  elements,  being  effects  of  the  cosmic 

illusion,  which  is  made  up  of  the  three  ingredients 

(gunas),.  are  (also)  composed  of  the  three  ingre¬ 
dients.  The  ingredients  are  serenity  ( sattva ), 

activity  (rajas)  and  inertia  ( tamas ).  From  these 
five  elements  as  particularly  possessed  of  the 

ingredient  of  serenity,  taken  singly,  are  produced 

in  order1  the  five  sense-organs  known  as  the  ear, 
skin,  eye,  tongue  and  nose.  From  these  same 

five  elements  as  particularly  possessed  of  the 

ingredient  of  serenity,  taken  in  combination,2  are 
produced  the  manas,3  the  intellect,  the  ego  and 

the  citta .*  The  presiding  deities  of  the  five 
organs  beginning  with  the  ear  are  the  Quarters, 
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Air,  the  Sun,*  Varuna  (the  god  of  water)  and  the 
two  Asvins,  respectively.5  The  presiding  deities 
of  the  four  beginning  with  the  manas  are  the 
Moon,  Brahma,  Siva  and  Visnu  respectively. 

[xThe  ear  from  the  ether,  the  skin  from  air,  the  eye 
from  light,  and  so  on. 

2  The  text  of  this  line  has  a  different  reading : 

portions  of  the  ether  etc.,  again,  that  are  characterised 

by  serenity,  taken  in  combination/ ' 
3  The  mind  as  doing  the  function  of  deliberation. 

See  p.  34. 

4  The  mind  as  doing  the  function  of  recollection. 

5  The  Quarters  control  the  ear,  Air  the  skin,  the  Sun 
the  eye,  and  so  on.] 

qr^mfaqjf- 

qai  sn<JTjqR«qH^w- 

5rpEp%  1  rr?  strwhr  5113:  amt 

s*r^r%«rr*!Wcrf  i  ̂ srfajRqRqH:  i 

ftvjuNMqpc.  «?n*n  I  37^*Tn*Rrg- 

gro:  ̂ rfwrR^rf  i 

From  these  same  five  elements1  as  particularly 
possessed  of  the  ingredient  of  activity  are  pro- 
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duced  in  order  the  organs  of  action  we  call  the 

tongue,  the  hand,  the  feet,  the  anus  and  the  organ 

of  generation.  Their  presiding  deities  are  Agni 

(Fire),  Indra,  Visnu,  Yama  (Death)  and  Praja- 
pati,  respectively.  The  same  five  elements  as 
particularly  possessed  of  the  ingredient  of  activity, 
taken  in  combination,  produce  the  five  vital 

forces  named  prana,  apdna,  vyana,  udana  and 
samdna.  Of  these,  prana  is  the  vital  force  that 

moves,  forward  and  has  its  seat  in  the  nose  etc.2 
Apdna  is  what  moves  downwards  and  has  its  seat 
in  the  anus  etc.  Vyana  is  what  moves  in  all 

directions  and  pervades  the  whole  body.  Udana 

is  the  vital  force  that  moves  upwards  and  helps 

the  soul's  departure  from  the  body;  it  has  its 
seat  in  the  throat.  Samdna  is  what  metabolises 

the  food  etc.  that  we  eat  and  drink  and  has  its 
seat  in  the  navel. 

['Taken  singly. 

2  Refers  to  the  mouth,  heart,  etc.  Authorities  differ 
slightly  as  to  the  seats  and  functions  of  the  five  vital 
forces.] 

i  “ami  f*ta  fafai&iri  tfa 

Out  of  the  same  simple  elements  as  particularly 
possessed  of  the  ingredient  of  inertia  are  produced 
the  compound  elements  that  are  combined  with 

the  other  four.  For  the  Sruti  text,  “Let  Me 

make  each  one  of  these1  a  triple2  entity  ”  (CHa. 
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VI.  iii.  3),  is'  indicative  of  combination  with  the 
other  four3  (panclkarana) . 

PFire,  water  and  food  or  earth. 

2  With  a  preponderance  in  each  one  of  that  partic¬ 
ular  element  in  the  ratio  of  four  to  one. 

3  Not  the  other  two  only  ;  for  the  creation  of  fire 
was  presumably  preceded  by  that  ot  the  ether  and  air. 

Thus  the  mention  of  only  three  elements  in  Cha.  VI.  ii. 

3-4  will  harmonise  with  that  of  five  elements  in  Tax . 
III.  1.] 

Combination  of  the  Elements 

fori  fores* 

*n*r  gsrargg?  fore*  foi  ggqtfrigiwf 

^  sfcftarcq:  i  foiT 

fore«r  f%*resr  foif  qrgtjrf- 

iWRrarcnsirf^s  gfoswn  i  %sr  snfomrfo  i 

srerfcrc  |ggfoi- 
^rfsrrfemm;  trfoqrfo 

1  apH[-“^WW  1 

The  process  of  combination  with  the  other 
four  elements  is  as  follows:  First  dividing  the 

ether  into  two,  and  again  dividing  one  of  these 

halves  into  four,  each  one  of  these  four  parts  is 
to  be  added  to  (halves  of)  the  (other)  four 

elements — air  and  the  rest.1  Similarly,  dividing 
air  into  two,  and  again  dividing  one  of  these 

halves  into  four,  each  one  of  these  parts  is  to  be 
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added  to  (halves  of)  the  {other)  four  elements — 
ether  and  so  forth.  Similarly  with  fire  etc.  also. 

Thus  half  of  each  (compound)  element  is  derived 
in  the  above  manner  from  itself,  and  the  other 

half  from  the  remaining  four  elements.  So  the 

use  of  the  terms  *  earth '  and  so  on  with  regard to  earth  and  the  other  elements  is  on  account  of 

the  preponderance  of  their  own  parts  in  them. 

So  it  has  been  said,  “But  the  use  of  special 
names  is  on  account  of  the  preponderance  (of 

that  element).”2 
[xThat  is,  each  compound  element  will  consist  of 

half  of  itself  and  one-eighth  of  each  of  the  other  four. 

2  Br.  S.  II.  iv.  22.  The  repetition  of  the  last  word 
in  the  original,  omitted  in  the  translation,  marks  the 

close  of  the  chapter.] 

Superior  and  Inferior  Subtle  Bodies 

W&Pstqmiq'tr 

I  — 

tfmyivwq;  n”  tfer  i 

sra  fsfoviq.— i 

Out  of  the  above-mentioned  simple  elements 

is  made  the  subtle  body  (linga-sanra) ,  consisting 
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of  the  memos  and  intellect  as  well  as  the  five 

sense-organs,  the  five  organs  of  action  and  the 

five  vital  forces.  It  helps  (the  soul’s)  passage  to 
other  worlds  and  lasts  till  liberation.1  So  it  has 

been  said,  “The  subtle  body,  consisting  of  the 
five  vital  forces,  the  memos,  the  intellect,  and  the 

ten  organs,  is  produced  from  the  simple  elements, 

and  is  the  means  of  (the  soul’s)  experiencing  the 

results  of  (its)  actions  ”  (Sankaracarya’s  Atma- 
bodha,  13).  It  is  of  two  kinds — superior  and 
inferior.  The  superior  one  is  the  subtle  body  of 

Hiranyagarbha2;  the  inferior  one  is  the  subtle 
body  of  beings  like  us.  Of  these,  the  subtle  body 

of  Hiranyagarbha  is  called  mahat-tattva  (the 
cosmic  intellect),  while  that  of  people  like  us  is 
called  the  ego. 

[l  On  the  realisation  of  one’s  identity  with  Brahman. 
2  The  being  identified  with  the  sum  total  of  all 

minds.  See  also  note  4  on  p.  159.] 

Origin  of  the  Various  Worlds 

and  Bodies 

i  dsr  srctgsnft  arojpft 

arrerrfa  i 

siRnfq  i 
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qyawwfayflijfir  i  3%srrft  sn?nfsr 

t*n#T  i  tsuftarafa  qrww*ft«iraOTg%g 
SKte^rq;  i 

Similarly,  from  the  compounded  elements  as 

particularly  possessed  of  the  ingredient  of  inertia 
is  produced  the  universe  consisting  of  the  seven 

upper  worlds,  viz.,  earth,  sky,  heaven,  mahar, 
jana ,  tapas  and  satya,  and  the  seven  nether 

worlds,  viz.,  atala,  vitala ,  sutala,  talatala ,  rasa- 
tala,  mahatala  and  pdtala,  as  also  the  four  kinds 

of  gross  bodies,  viz.,  those  born  of  the  mother's 
womb,  those  born  of  eggs,  those  born  of  moisture 
and  those  that  shoot  from  the  earth.  Of  these, 

those  born  of  the  mother's  womb  are  the  bodies 
of  men,  cattle,  etc.;  those  born  of  eggs  are  the 
bodies  of  birds,  snakes,  etc.;  those  bom  of 

moisture  are  the  bodies  of  lice,  mosquitoes,  etc. ; 
and  those  that  shoot  from  the  earth  are  plants 

etc.  Plants  are  also  bodies,  since  they  are  the 

seats  in  which  the  results  of  (past)  sins  are 

experienced.1 

I1  As  we  know  from  the  scriptures.  Cf.  Manu 
Samhita  XII.  9.] 

si  fcwwmflfepcr, 

“gargfrmfereft  ̂ rcrr 

siwnsnfa”  aft:  1 
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Now,  in  the  origination  of  the  five  subtle 

elements  etc.,1  the  subtle  body2  consisting  of 

seventeen3  components,  and  the  gross  body4  of 
Hiranyagarbha,  God  is  a  direct  agent;  while  in 
the  origination  of  all  the  rest  of  the  universe  He 

is  such  through  the  medium  of  Hiranyagarbha 

and  others.5  For  the  Sruti  says,  “Well,  let  Me 
enter  these  three  deities6  as  this  individual  self 

and  manifest  name  and  form”  ( Cba .  VI.  iii.  2). 
[^Refers  to  the  five  gross  elements. 

2  Superior  and  inferior. 
8  See  p.  169. 

4  The  gross  universe.  Here  Hiranyagarbha  is  identi¬ 
fied  with  Viraj,  who  represents  the  sum  total  of  all 
bodies. 

5  Refers  to  the  Prajapatis,  the  progenitors  of  different 
beings. 

6  Fire,  water  and  earth.] 

*rm  rgfasmryg:  imt  after:  i 

“e  t  asm:  *r  1 35a  1 

*3?!^  swwrr  11” 
“fifcqqnvf:  1 

Hiranyagarbha  is  the  first  individual  to  be 
born,  and  is  different  from  the  Trinity  (Brahma, 

Visnu  and  Siva).  (Witness  the  Smrti  text),  “  He 
indeed  is  the  first  embodied  being.  He  indeed 

is  called  a  person  (purusa).  He  is  the  first  pro¬ 
genitor  of  beings.  (That)  Brahma  appeared  first 

of  all”  (Siv.  V.  I.  viii,  22;  Mar .  XLV.  64;  etc.). 
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As  also  the  Sruti  text,  “  Hiranyagarbha  appeared 

first  of  all,”  etc.  ( R .  X.  cxxi.  i;  Vaj.  S.  XIII. 
4;  etc.). 

Thus  the  projection  of  the  elements  and  of 

things  made  with  the  elements  has  been  de¬ 
scribed. 

33  ̂   suwt  gtrerfcreaafa  1 

era  fsfoiT:  SI5ra:  ssfi*:,  eR’Tr:  1 

«r  ipigasircrgqqfa:,  sr  srr 

wmr&wfo:  1  =t  «i  www  fosrcfr 

a^ftsrarorrf^Tigcjqfti:,  ^g<n  sqraremi%sfa 

^fcfimctwTS^T  >rteiF7  3  ̂t^ert 

1 

Four  Kinds  of  Cosmic  Dissolution 

Now  cosmic  dissolution  is  being  described. 

It  is  the  destruction  of  the  world  in  general.  It 

is  of  four  kinds — diurnal,  basic,  occasional  and 
absolute.  Of  these,  diurnal  (nitya)  dissolution 
is  the  condition  of  profound  sleep,  for  it  represents 
the  dissolution  of  all  effects.  Merit,  demerit  and 

past  latent  impressions  then  remain  in  their 
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causal  form.  Hence,  for  a  person  awaking  from 

sleep,  pleasure,  pain,  etc.  are  not  incongruous; 
nor  is  recollection  inexplicable.  Though  the 

mind  is  destroyed  in  profound  sleep,  yet  the 
function  of  respiration  etc.,  which  depend  on 

that,  are  not  incongruous,  because,  although  in 

reality  there  are  no  respiration  etc.,  yet  their 

knowledge  is  just  a  phantasy  of  another  person,1 
like  the  knowledge  of  the  body  of  a  sleeping 

man.2  It  cannot  be  urged  that  in  that  case 
a  sleeping  man  would  be  indistinguishable  from 
a  dead  man;  for  there  is  this  distinction  that 

the  subtle  body  of  a  sleeping  man  remains  here 

itself  in  the  form  of  latent  impressions,  while  that 
of  a  dead  man  remains  in  another  world. 

pViz.,  the  on-looker. 
2  Who  does  not  feel  it  himself,  and  therefore  for  him 

it  does  not  exist.] 

Wt  grerarerrer  5  sjrrft — srrastfe  PMhgifV 

sjfgr  1  cnr  few, 

si  g  1 

“W  §h:  sr  sow 

Or1  the  mind  has  two  functions — the  function 
of  knowledge  and  that  of  activity.  Of  these,  the 

mind  as  possessed  of  the  function  of  knowledge 
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is  destroyed  in  profound  sleep,  but  not  the  mind 

as  possessed  of  the  function  of  activity.  Hence 

the  continuity  of  the  vital  force  etc.  is  not  contra¬ 
dictory.  Sruti  texts  like  the  following  are  proofs 

of  the  above  condition  of  profound  sleep :  ‘  ‘  When 
a  person  is  asleep  and  sees  no  dreams,  he  verily 
becomes  one  with  (Brahman  associated  with) 
this  vital  force.  Then  the  organ  of  speech  with 

all  names  merge  in  It”  ( Kau .  IV.  19),  ‘‘He  is 
then  united  with  Existence,  my  dear — is  merged 

in  his  Self”  ( Cha .  VI.  viii.  1). 

['To  explain  it  differently.] 

faarcn  1  3 

«EI$- stgrnft 

&35!«fcq«KI  <wr 

agnar  s? 

“srpaT  ̂   srraii  1 

lirncUR:  afircifet  11” 

tfa  1  aa  anaa^frr  ijsa- 

qqiaqflaf  qtfearrai  a$?ft  maraisa:, 

a  3  asifar,  amafaarcretN  agiisrgcara:,  sta: 

arsafcjpret  i 

Basic  dissolution  is  the  destruction  of  all 

effects  consequent  on  the  destruction  of  Hiranya- 
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garbha.  (To  b6  explicit:)  When  Hiranyagarbha, 

who  has  already1  had  realisation  of  Brahman, 
attains,  on  the  termination  of  his  fructifying 

(pmrabdha)2  work  in  the  form  of  suzerainty  of 
the  universe,  supreme  liberation  consisting  in 

isolation  characterised  by  disembodiedness,  then 

those  denizens  of  the  world3  of  Hiranyagarbha 

who4  have  already  realised  Brahman,  also  attain 
with  him  isolation  characterised  by  disembodied¬ 

ness.  Witness  the  Smrti  text,  “When,  at  the 
end  of  the  lifetime  of  Hiranyagarbha,  cosmic 
dissolution  comes,  all  those  who  have  realised 

the  Self  enter  the  supreme  state  with  him” 
(Ku.  I.  xii.  269).  Thus,  when  Hiranyagarbha 
together  with  the  inhabitants  of  his  world  is 

liberated,  the  universe  ruled  by  him,  with  all  its 

subsidiary  worlds5  and  the  stationary6  or  other 
bodies,  made  up  of  the  elements,  that  are  com¬ 
prised  in  them,  as  also  those  elements  themselves, 

is  merged  in  prakrti  or  the  cosmic  illusion 

[may a),  and  not  in  Brahman — for  only  destruc¬ 

tion  in  the  form  of  nullification  ( badha )7  abides 
in  Brahman.8  Therefore  it  is  called  basic 

( prdkrta ).9 
I1  Before  the  dissolution  of  the  universe. 

2  Lit.,  *  commenced  * :  that  is,  that  part  of  one's  past 
work  which  has  already  begun  to  bear  fruit  by  causing 

the  present  body.  It  is  exhausted  through  actual 

experience  of  pleasure  and  pain. 

3  Satya-loka. 

4  Not  others  who  have  gone  there  through  the 
mechanical  performance  of  certain  rites. 

5  The  fourteen  worlds  enumerated  on  p.  170. 
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6  Such  as  those  of  plants. 
7  See  p.  63. 

8  As  its  substratum.  See  p.  75. 

9 Lit.,  'pertaining  to  prakrti *  or  the  primal*  material 
cause  of  the  universe.] 

“qgjTOWifir  srgMt  %5sq^” 

eM^5rJ^c^rOL  I 

The  dissolution  of  only  three1  worlds  conse¬ 
quent  on  the  end  of  a  day  of  Hiranyagarbha  is 
occasional  dissolution.  A  day  of  Hiranyagarbha 

is  a  period  measured  by  four  thousand  eras 

( yuga ),2  as  we  have  it  from  such  scriptural  state¬ 

ments  as,  “A  period  of  four  thousand  eras  is 

called  a  day  of  Brahma”  ( Brhanndr .  XXXII. 
86).  The  period  of  dissolution  also  is  as  long  as 
the  day,  for  the  duration  of  a  night  is  equal  to 
that  of  a  day. 

[^The  earth,  sky  and  heaven. 

2  Equivalent  to  4,320,000  human  years.] 

n  gcRtrewifi  smmrft  i 

“fanner#  <^farajRt  si  gin:  q^fgsi:  i 

gn  srerew  f?  11 

^  ^3R.SI5S?fr  5?^  1” jttch:  I 
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1 77 

STtrR:  3c5*t  I 

Regarding  basic  and  occasional  dissolution, 
the  statements  of  the  Puranas  are  proofs.  The 

statement,  “When  two  hundred  thousand  billion 
human  years  comprising  the  lifetime  of  Hiranya- 
garbha,  the  Paramesthin,  have  passed,  the  seven 

causes1  undergo  dissolution.2  This,  O  King,  is 

basic  dissolution,  when  (every  effect)  is  merged/ ' 
is  a  proof  of  basic  dissolution.  And  the  state¬ 

ment,  “That  is  called  occasional  dissolution 

when  the  Creator3  of  the  universe  regularly4 
withdraws  the  three  worlds  into  himself,  and 

lies5  on  the  serpent  Ananta  as  his  bed,”  is  a  proof 
of  occasional  dissolution. 

f1  Entities  that  are  causes  only  and  never  effects, 
viz.,  the  cosmic  mind,  the  ego  and  the  five  subtle 
elements. 

2  In  the  primal  prakrti. 
3  Brahma  or  Hiranyagarbha. 
4  On  the  approach  of  every  night  of  his. 
5  As  identified  with  Visnu.] 

trefoil  3  •, 
*cSTTfbj?t:  1 

srcr:  wrfwrfsrfsrar:,  3^^ 

12 
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The  fourth  kind  of  dissolution  is  the  liberation 

of  all1  consequent  on  the  realisation  of  Brahman. 
According  to  the  doctrine  of  a  single  individual 

self,2  it  is  just  simultaneous,  but  according  to  the 
doctrine  of  multiple  individual  selves,3  it  is 

gradual.  Witness  Sruti  texts  like,  “All  are 

united/' Of  the  above  kinds  of  dissolution  the  first 

three4  are  all  caused  by  the  cessation5  of  past 
work,6  while  the  fourth  kind  of  dissolution  is  due 
to  the  dawning  of  knowledge,  and  it  takes  place 
together  with  the  dissolution  of  nescience  itself. 
This  is  its  difference  from  the  others. 

[x  In  which  there  is  a  destruction  of  all  created  things 
together  with  their  cause,  nescience. 

2  In  which  nescience,  which  is  one,  is  the  limiting 
adjunct  of  the  self. 

3  In  which  the  different  minds  are  the  limiting 

adjuncts. 

4  Viz.,  diurnal,  basic  and  occasional. 

5  Due  to  one's  profound  sleep,  the  passing  of 
Hiranyagarbha,  and  his  falling  asleep  respectively. 

6  Of  individuals  ;  but  not  the  cessation  of  nescience.] 

The  Order  of  Cosmic  Dissolution 

fWfrd:  I  SB?* 

fog  .  gwgyrqqnft  ownt* 
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^cfw*n5mw:  1  wfj,  snf  ^srefr 

wpft,  ̂ FTkT^f,  STTCTOFT  sfalgfft,  5T^T  f^CTRT- 

?TC*I  ̂ ifertll'Miq:— *>3  H5T!|:  I 
•  fN  > 

cfgrb  T^35<1^ — 

“5FTc5n?rgr  ̂ f  sfoarcg  1 
sresferei  11 

engagr  sfarct  aftfcr  craTsj^  sreJfctfl  1 

sisirfj  35^  agrfsn^  srosforet  n”  1 

n^viasw^Tc#  ‘cRt’-q^raFi  agrn^ra^i- 

^F^nT  I 

Thus  the  four  kinds  of  cosmic  dissolution  have 

been  described.  Now  the  order  of  such  dissolu¬ 
tion  is  being  set  forth.  The  dissolution  of  the 
elements  and  of  things  made  out  of  them  is  not 
according  to  the  order  of  the  dissolution  of  their 
causes — for  when  the  causes  are  dissolved,  the 
effects  cannot  possibly  stay  without  substratums 

— but  it  is  in  the  inverse  order  to  that  of  projec¬ 
tion.  For  with  regard  to  the  destruction  of 
particular  effects,  the  destruction  of  the  particular 
merits  or  demerits  that  caused  them  is  the  sole 

determining  factor;  hence  the  destruction  of  their 
material  causes  is  not  a  necessary  condition. 
Otherwise,  even  according  to  Nyaya,  the  colour, 
taste,  etc.,  belonging  to  atoms  of  earth  would 
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not  be  destroyed1  at  cosmic  dissolution.  So  dis¬ 
solution  takes  place  in  the  following  manner: 

Earth  is  merged  in  water,  water  in  fire,  fire  in 

air,  air  in  the  ether,  the  ether  in  the  ego2  of  the 
individual  self,  that  in  the  ego  of  Hiranyagarbha, 

that,  again,  in  nescience.  So  it  has  been  said  in 

the  Visnu  Puruna ,3  “  Earth,  which  is  the  support 
of  the  world,  O  divine  sage  (Narada),  is  merged 

in  water,  water  is  merged  in  fire,  fire  in  air,  and 

air  in  the  ether;  this  in  its  turn  is  merged  in  the 

Undifferentiated,4  and  the  Undifferentiated,  O 
Brahman,  in  the  Supreme  Self,  which  is  devoid 

of  parts.” 
The  secondary  characteristic5  of  Brahman,  the 

meaning  of  the  word  ‘  That,’6  is  that  It  is  the 
cause-  of  this  kind  of  dissolution. 

[x  Since,  according  to  Nyaya,  atoms  are  eternal. 

2  That  is,  the  subtle  body. 

3  The  passage  does  not  seem  to  occur  in  the  avail¬ 
able  editions  of  the  book. 

4  Nescience. 

5  See  p.  8i. 

*In  the  dictum,  “Thou  art  That.”] 

Why  the  Scriptures  Deal  with 

Creation  and  Meditations 

*13  3PTc*n*TJTcl*f  gfeqrewft  srfo 

*n  *r%  qfatwwf  ̂   encq*!**, 
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strpr  fR'teft  snsfa 

srfeqr^dcr  cT^t  sisifar  sifefossR  surapi, 

*n^sr,  ggjofrsrq^rt^ywsfifwt  *r  f^fi- 

I  cRH  ̂ fgRPFJTS- 

sr%,  stir^TH  ftsrr  ̂ r^Twisr 

^Ff^Wr  f^cTPtf  “^T  fcRT^STr 
leraigraVwi^frr  stt^t  g^snsrnfc 

fiT^fftT%gr|^fw¥TO^F¥  agj 

ire*rcn  ̂ feRmrsrmfq  srfsafo  aa°2w 

cUcq4ij  i 

•i  ipiinTfgjT  | 

^i|uieii*wHi'3  fsr^rarw 

^%<I^VTOU^Fc|fl  faftsffrl  f%  *T 

^RqRfgdiqagwfdqi^sr  fir5«Et  i 

Objection:  If  Brahman  is  established  by 
Vedantic  texts  as  the  cause  of  the  universe,  then 

It  must  be  inclusive  of  the  universe,  for  other¬ 

wise  the  passages  dealing  with  creation  would 
cease  to  be  authoritative. 

Reply:  No.  The  passages  dealing  with 
creation  are  not  intended  to  establish  creation, 

but  only  Brahman,  the  One  without  a  second. 

It  may  be  urged:  But  how  does  the  delineation 

of  creation  help  to  establish  It  ?  In  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner:  If,  without  introducing  creation. 
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the  universe  were  negated  in  Brahman,  then,  like 

colour  denied  in  air,1  the  universe  might  be 
supposed  to  exist  outside  of  Brahman,  and  hence 
Its  indubitable  solitariness  would  not  be  proved. 
Therefore,  when  one  has  got  the  idea  from  the 
texts  delineating  creation,  that  the  universe  is  the 
outcome  of  Brahman,  the  contingency  of  an  effect 
existing  outside  of  its  material  cause  is  set  at  rest ; 
and  when  the  universe  is  known  to  be  insubstan¬ 
tial  through  the  denial  of  its  existence  even  in 

Brahman  by  texts  like,  “Not  this,  not  this’' 
{Br.  II.  iii.  6),  Brahman  is  established  as  the 

indivisible,  homogeneous2  Existence-Knowledge- 
Bliss  Absolute,  divested  of  the  phantasm  of  the 

entire  world  of  duality.3  Hence  even  the  texts 
delineating  creation  are  indirectly  intended  to 
establish  only  Brahman,  the  One  without  a 

second.  The  passages1  dealing  with  the  condi¬ 
tioned  Brahman  that  occur  in  the  section  relating 
to  meditations,  convey  only  the  superimposition 

of  attributes  required  by  the  injunctions,3  and 
not  the  actual  presence  of  such  attributes  (in 

Brahman).  While  the  texts*  dealing  with  the 
conditioned  Brahman  that  occur  in  the  section 

relating  to  the  unconditioned  Brahman,  are  of 
use  as  presenting  the  things  to  be  negated  that  are 

required  by  the  passages7  denying  the  world. 
Hence  not  a  single  text  militates  against  the 

establishment*  of  Brahman,  the  One  without  a 
second. 

[*  Colour  does  not  exist  in  air,  but  it  exists  in  earth, 
water  and  fire. 
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2  Devoid  o'f  all  differences  whatsoever,  whether 
within  Itself,  or  from  things  of  the  same  class,  or  from 

things  of  other  classes. 

3  Imagined  by  ignorant  persons. 
4 Such  as,  "This  resplendent  Being  who  is  seen 

inside  the  sun,"  etc.  ( Chd .  I.  vi.  6). 

5  Such  as,  "One  should  meditate  on  the  syllable 
Om,  which  is  designated  as  udgitha  "  (Ibid.  I.  i.  1). 

6 Such  as,  "Brahman  has  only  two  forms,"  etc. 
(Br.  II.  in.  1). 

7 Such  as,  "Now  therefore  the  instruction  is:  Not 

this,  not  this,"  etc.  (Ibid.  II.  iii.  6). 
8  By  texts  like  Chd.  VI.  ii.  1.  See  p.  155.] 

Views  about  Consciousness  as  God 

and  as  the  Individual  Self 

RTfe?wfcH*KRl  MWWf  3RT> 

qfofewr  5fct%Rq[,  “qsiqftnfvpiq 

3IST?R*T3- 

Some  say  that  the  Consciousness  called  God 
(livara),  which  is  referred  to  by  Its  essential 
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and  secondary  characteristics  in  the  above- 
mentioned  manner,  and  is  the  significance  of  the 

word  ‘  That/1  is  a  reflection  of  the  cosmic  illusion. 
Their  idea  is  this :  The  Pure  Consciousness  that 
is  common  to  both  the  individual  self  and  God 

is  the  thing  reflected,  and  the  reflection  of  that 

very  thing  in  the  cosmic  illusion,  which  is  of  the 
nature  of  nescience,  is  the  Consciousness  called 

God,  while  the  reflection  in  different  minds  is  the 
Consciousness  called  the  individual  self;  for  the 

Srhti  says,  “This  individual  self  has  for  its  limit¬ 
ing  adjunct  the  mind,  which  is  an  effect  (of 

nescience),  while  God  has  for  His  limiting 

adjunct  nescience,  which  is  the  cause' '  ( Maitreyi 
Up 61).  According  to  this  view,  the  difference 

between  God  and  the  individual  self  is  like2  that 
between  the  reflections  of  the  sun  in  a  tank  and 

in  the  water  of  a  saucer.  Since  the  limiting 

adjunct  consisting  of  nescience  is  all-pervading, 
God,  who  has  that  as  His  limiting  adjunct,  is  also 

all-pervading,  while  the  mind  being  limited,  the 
individual  self,  which  has  that  for  its  limiting 
adjunct,  is  also  limited. 

[/In  the  dictum,  "Thou  art  That." 

2  That  is,  it  is  only  apparent,  not  real.] 
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qrfiw^rKt  sfteqrSrg:  i 

sfa  g^i,  sr  g  sqra:  srfgfa*- 

q^Tifoc^ng  1  ttcpq^  nn^q^r  *vm\  ̂ g«w- 

Others,  however,  regard  this  view  as  unsatis¬ 

factory,  because  according  to  it  the  defects1  caused 
by  nescience  would  be  in  God  as  well  as  in  the 

individual  self,  for  a  limiting  adjunct  imparts  its 

own  character  to  the  reflection.  So  they  say  that 
the  Consciousness  called  God  stands  for  the  thing 

that  is  reflected.2  Their  idea  is  this  :  One  and  the 
same  Consciousness  is  the  Consciousness  called 

God  when  it  is  stamped  with  the  character  of  the 

thing  reflected,  and  is  the  Consciousness  called 
the  individual  self  when  it  is  stamped  with  the 

character  of  a  reflection.  In  this  assumption  of 

a  thing  reflected  and  its  reflection,  the  limiting 

adjuncts  are  nescience  according  to  the  doctrine 

of  a  single ,  individual  self,  but  different  minds 

according  to  that  of  multiple  individual  selves. 
The  difference  between  the  individual  self  and  the 

Supreme  Self  is  due  to  the  limiting  adjuncts — 
nescience  and  minds.  The  defects  caused  by  a 

limiting  adjunct,  however,  are  in  the  individual 

self,  which  is  a  reflection,  and  not  in  God,3  who 
is  the  thing  reflected,  for  a  limiting  adjunct  tends 

to  influence  the  reflection.  According  to  this 
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view,  the  difference  between  God  and  the  indi¬ 
vidual  self  is  like  that  between  the  sun  in  the  sky 

and  its  image  reflected  in  water  etc. 

I1  Such  as  bondage,  agency,  the  experience  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  etc. 

2  And  not  a  reflection. 

3  So  this  is  the  advantage  of  the  second  view.] 

*3  ritareqgpre  13 

*qrftft  %r^,  1  aft- 
_ rv  *s 

Objection:  Since  God,  who  is  the  Conscious¬ 
ness  standing  for  the  thing  reflected,  is  absent 

from  the  place1  where  the  individual  self  exists, 
as  a  face  resting  on  the  neck  is  absent  from  the 

place  occupied  by  the  mirror,  He  would  not  be 

the  Internal  Controller  of  everything. 

Reply :  Not  so.  For  when  the  sky  with  its 

clouds  and  stars  is  reflected  in  water  etc.,  the  all- 
pervading  sky,  which  is  the  thing  reflected,  is  also 

observed  to  have  a  connection  with  the  place 

occupied  by  the  water  etc.  Therefore,  although 

the  limited  thing  that  is  reflected2  may  not  be 
connected  with  the  place3  where  the  reflection4  is, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  connection  of  the 

unlimited  thing  that  is  reflected,  viz.,  (the  un- 
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conditioned)  Brahman,5  with  the  place  where  the 
reflection  exists.® 

I1  Viz.,  the  mind. 
2  Viz.,  the  Consciousness  called  God  (. livara ). 
3  The  mind. 
4  The  individual  self. 
5  Which  is  at  bottom  identical  with  God,  for  His 

limiting  adjunct,  nescience,  is  not  real. 

6  So  the  charge  of  limitation  is  refuted.] 

SI  51  srgFft  srftftwraww:,  ̂ q^T 

nsr  sfl^q^nfq 

fow,  sncqsfr  grTEgqrq;  i 

“t^SRVIT  5^5^53,  1” 

“sraT  gFr  s^tf^rrrUT  feq^rr- 

snft  fowl  1” 
_  *s.  f*~  r> 

icqrt^rrspTsr  agiincTNwwNi^HMW  qn^racqw  i 

<t^t  W-q^crF  fodfo:  i 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  Brahman,  which  is 

colourless,  cannot  possibly  be  reflected,  since  only 
coloured  objects  are  observed  to  be  so.  Because 

although  colour  is  devoid  of  any  colour,1  we 
observe  that  it  is  reflected.  Nor  can  it  be  urged 
that  a  colourless  substance  is  as  a  rule  devoid  of 

any  reflection;  for  we  have  already2  stated  that 
the  self  is  not  a  substance.  And  any  inference 

regarding  Brahman’s  not  possessing  a  reflection 
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is  nullified  by  scriptural  texts  like  the  following : 

“  It  is  seen  as  one  and  as  manifold,  like  the  moon 

reflected  in  water”  ( Amrtabindu  Up 12),  and 

“  Just  as  this  luminous  mass,  the  sun,  although 
one,  becomes  manifold  by  being  reflected  in 

different  sheets  of  water,”  etc.3 

So  the  meaning  of  the  word  4  That '  has  been 
ascertained  in  the  foregoing  manner. 

I1  See  note  2  on  p.  84. 
2  On  p.  84. 

3  Refers  to  the  rest  of  the  verse:  "  Similarly  the 
shining,  birthless  Self  is  made  to  appear  as  multiple  in 

different  bodies  by  limiting  adjuncts.] 

The  Meaning  of  ‘  Thou  ' :  Wakefulness 

sftq:,  g  I 

i  arrant 

qifegqifa:  I 

Now  the  meaning  of  the  word  ‘  thou  ’  is 
being  ascertained.  According  to  the  doctrine  of 
a  single  individual  self,  the  latter  is  a  reflection 

(of  Brahman)  in  nescience,  while  according  to 
the  doctrine  of  multiple  individual  selves,  it  is 

a  reflection  (of  Brahman)  in  different  minds.1  It 
is  possessed  of  the  three  conditions  of  wakefulness, 

dream  and  profound  sleep.  Of  these,  the  waking 
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condition  is  that  in  which  knowledge  is  obtained 

through  the  organs.  Since  the  organs  do  not 

function  in  the  other  (two)  conditions,  the  defini¬ 
tion  does  not  unwarrantedly  include  them.  This 

knowledge  obtained  through  the  organs  is  a  state 

of  the  mind,2  for  the  knowledge  that  is  the  essence 
of  the  Self3  is  without  a  beginning.4 

I1  Which  accounts  for  the  multiplicity  of  the  selves. 
2  And  not  Pure  Consciousness,  which  is  eternal. 
3  That  is,  Pure  Consciousness. 
4  It  is  never  caused.] 

Two  Views  about  the  Function  of  the 
Mental  State 

sit  aan.  i 

asrafvigTa- 

4^ifd*iiq<d^«qs*r- 

I  **  Slfa  *1  ST^T 

3i*rrspT%d5®i,sn^T^'^  sqaaateRRcain  i 

as*  snvrra  a  sqif^fa 

a^  aa*al,  a^fsrcsi  a  iawwreq,,  a^rsws* 

a^fa*a*>ana.,  aif*  t^qf^a  ia«m,  qrlgisa&sf* 

afiifairq’aftfa  q^sart^ffafaSlras*,  a^qfca- 

ia^qs*  *i,  wasorf^qicaq:,  *fa  saasorifwiara! 
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One  school  holds  that  this  mental  state  serves 

to  remove  the  covering  (off  Brahman).  To 

explain :  According  to  the  view1  that  the  individ¬ 
ual  self  is  the  Consciousness  of  which  nescience 

is  a  limiting  adjunct,  the  Consciousness  that  is  the 

substratum  of  a  jar  etc.  not  being  different2  from 
the  individual  self,  the  latter  would  have  a  con¬ 

stant  cognition  of  the  jar  etc.3  To  preclude  this, 
one  must  admit  a  nescience  dependent  on  the 

primal  nescience,  signified  by  the  word  ‘  condi¬ 
tion,’4  which  covers  the  Consciousness  limited  by 
the  jar  etc.  In  that  case  there  would  not  be  a 

constant  cognition  of  a  jar  etc.,  for  only  a  relation 
to  the  Consciousness  that  is  not  covered  can  lead 

to  cognition.  Now,  if  that  covering  be  perma¬ 
nent,  there  would  never  be  a  cognition  of  the  jar. 
So  its  break  must  be  admitted.  But  the  cause 

of  that  break  can  neither  be  Pure  Consciousness — 

for  what  brings  the  covering  to  light5  cannot  be 
its  remover — nor  Consciousness  that  has  a  mental 

state*  for  its  limiting  adjunct,  for  even  in  a  case 

of  mediate7  knowledge  that  covering  would  be 

removed.8  Hence  a  particular  state  not  classed9 

under  mediate  knowledge,  or10  the  Consciousness 
having  that  state  for  its  limiting  adjunct  must  be 

the  breaker  of  the  covering.11  So  the  state  is 
described  as  serving  to  remove  the  covering. 

[‘See  the  preceding  paragraph. 
aSee  p.  16. 

3  Which  is  contrary  to  fact. 
4  That  is,  a  modification  of  that  nescience. 
3  As  the  universal  revealer. 
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6  That  is,  an*  unqualified  mental  state. 
7  That  is,  non-perceptual  cognition,  such  as  inferen¬ 

tial  knowledge  and  recollection. 

8  For  there  also  the  mental  state  is  present. 

9  This  is  the  specification  of  the  mental  state  in 

question. 

10  If  the  previous  alternative  is  rejected  on  the  ground 
that  the  state,  being  insentient,  cannot  remove  the 
covering. 

11  So  only  in  perception,  where  the  mental  state  is 
in  contact  with  an  object,  there  is  a  removal  of  the 

covering,  and  not  in  inference,  recollection,  etc.] 

ffafcrW  I  creUWtTTfa- 

gfcMftfcgtfl  sfor:  1  *  sKif^sr^r  fsrcrersftsfa 

sraf^rr  g 

Another  school  holds  that  the  state  serves  to 

establish  a  connection.1  According  to  this  view, 
the  individual  self,  which  has  nescience  for  its 

limiting  adjunct,  is  (really)  unlimited.  Although 

it  is  present  at  the  place  occupied  by  a  jar  etc., 
it  does  not  reveal  them  when  there  is  an  absence 

of  a  perceptual  mental  state  of  the  form  of  the 

jar  etc.,  for  then  it  is  not  connected  with  the 
latter;  but  it  does  reveal  them  when  there,  is  a 

mental  state  of  the  form  of  those  things,  for  then 
there  is  the  connection. 

f1  Between  Consciousness  and  objects.] 
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vrrsnra^cT^,  wsqpwggqr  ^rra^rararfosnsf  * 

<£t4H«rKMfi  ̂ TT^rt  ?  ̂ nq;,  jfe  gsqet  1  srfl 

sfarra  srt^sti  *rs  srra?***nmwi 

frfrgm:  |  fojrtfil  ?  siCTf^flrRJnftswf 

I  ST  ̂   sfatfcira^I 

I  cT^rrf?— ̂ 3rem^r:WRnt  3553553^13, 

^3  *ra  afallaraTfSraisraswSq;  1  stct%^5  3 

frafagasn^renfaerar  fegraTf^^raTfiraisra- 
,v, .  —  _  »  ̂   r  c\ 

3WdT?a«Krai  ^  <f3|55U3»3*:  1 

3f3>'  BrqTm— “sPrT^nt  ^felfasr  33tf- 

mfsragi  tot  g^rit- 

gfafoTOlfeen  I  srar%<fiMa*>c*lgI  3c5J&fiw- 

irrfi^n,  era  srfofqjraaero:  1 

Objection:  The  individual  self,  which  has 

nescience  for  its  limiting  adjunct  and  is  unlimited, 

is  naturally  connected  with  everything.  So  it  is 
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absurd  to  speak  of  it  as  having  no  connection 
when  there  is  an  absence  of  a  mental  state;  and 

if  in  view  of  its  non-attachment1  it  is  spoken  of  as 
having  no  connection,  then  even  after  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  the  mental  state  there  would  not  be  any 
connection. 

Reply :  The  answer  is,  we  do  not  deny  a 
general  connection  of  the  individual  self  with  a 

jar  etc.  when  there  is  an  absence  of  a  mental  state. 
Objection:  What,  then? 

Reply :  But  we  deny  that  particular  connec¬ 
tion  which  leads  to  the  cognition  of  the  jar  etc. 

That  particular  connection  is  a  contingent  relation 
of  revealed  and  revealer  between  objects  and  the 
Consciousness  associated  with  the  individual  self, 

which  is  caused  by  mental  states  of  the  form  of 

those  objects.  For  instance,  the  luminous  mind, 

being  a  transparent  substance,  can  by  itself2 
manifest3  the  Consciousness  associated  with  the 
individual  self,  but  a  jar  etc.  cannot  do  so,  because 

they  are  opaque  substances.  When,  however, 
they  are  connected  with  a  mental  state  of  the  same 

form  as  they,  their  inertness  is  overcome  by  it; 

and  being  possessed  of  a  capacity  to  manifest 
Consciousness,  imparted  by  the  mental  state, 

they  manifest  that  Consciousness  after  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  the  mental  state.  So  it  has  been  stated 

in  the  Vivarana,  “For  the  mind  imparts  to  a  jar 
etc.  connected  with  it,  as  well  as  to  itself,  the 

capacity  to  manifest  Consciousness  99  (p.  70,  1.  13, 
adapted).  It  is  also  observed  that  even  an  opaque 
substance  receives  reflections  when  it  is  connected 

13 
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with  a  transparent  substance;  as,  a  wall,  for 

instance,  reflects  the  face  etc.  when  it  is  in  con¬ 

tact  with  water  and  the  like.  The  property  of 

manifestation  possessed  by  a  jar  etc.  is  its  capacity 
of  catching  a  reflection  of  Consciousness,  while 

the  property  of  being  manifested  that  is  possessed 
by  Consciousness  is  Its  being  reflected  in  them. 

[*  As  set  forth  in  Br.  IV.  iii.  15  and  other  Srutis. 

2  Without  the  aid  of  any  other  thing. 

3 That  is,  catch  the  reflection  of.] 

if)<4  W  N  R  ■H'WPKJTOcqf 

It  is  for  establishing  such  property  of  mani¬ 
festation  that  in  cases  of  perception  the  mental 

state  is  admitted  to  issue  outside.1  But  in  cases 

of  mediate  knowledge,2  since  fire  etc.  have  no 
connection  with  the  mental  state,  they  cannot 

manifest  Consciousness,  and  hence  they  are  not 

immediately  known.  It  should  also  be  noted 

that  according  to  this  view,  the  perceptibility  of 

objects  is  their  capacity  to  manifest  Conscious¬ 
ness.  Thus,  even  if  the  individual  self  be  un¬ 
limited,  it  has  been  demonstrated  how  the  mental 
state  serves  to  establish  a  connection. 
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l1  Seep.  16. 

2  See  note  7  on  p.  191.] 

?rorfs— sRTJ^Tjftqrfe^  sfa:  1  zm  *  snra- 

it^twt,  i  fog 

rn^frqffa^  i  aw  ̂   a§R: 

msar  1  crorar  atop*  qjigfagRflgi^d^ifrf- 

iRftor  swreRsrmrawfo  rh,  srcrer- 

fegRggrta^rfrffegsra  ^crF&rcffofa^  i 

Now  it  is  being  shown  how,  even  if  the  indi¬ 
vidual  self  be  limited,  the  mental  state  serves  to 

establish  a  connection.  For  instance,  the  individ¬ 
ual  self  has  the  mind  for  its  limiting  adjunct.  It 

cannot  be  the  material  cause  of  a  jar  etc.,  for  it 

has  no  connection1  with  the  place  occupied  by 
them.3  But  it  is  Brahman  which  is  the  material 
cause  of  the  jar  etc.,  for  with  the  cosmic  illusion 

as  Its  limiting  adjunct,  It  is  connected  with  all 

jars  etc.  For  this  very  reason  Brahman  is  omnis¬ 
cient.  So,  it  being  impossible  for  the  individual 

self  to  reveal’  a  jar  etc.  except  through  its  identity 
with  the  Consciousness  that  is  Brahman,  which 
is  their  substratum,  mental  states  of  the  form  of 

the  jar  etc.  are  admitted  in  order  to  establish  that 

identity  with  the  Consciousness  that  is  Brahman, 

which  is  their  substratum,  with  a  view  to  making 
the  revelation  possible. 
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[*  Being  limited. 
2  Whereas  the  cause  and  effect  must  co-exist. 

3 Through  perception.] 

*13  qwfa  ̂ 4 

3rRc^nt  1 

faft’TfrT  limrfyr:  1 

Objection:  How  can  an  identity  between  the 
Consciousness  associated  with  the  subject  and 

that  associated  with  the  object  be  effected  even 

by  a  mental  state,  since  their  limiting  adjuncts, 
viz.,  the  mind  and  a  jar  etc.,  being  different,  the 

two  Consciousnesses  circumscribed  by  them  can¬ 
not  be  identical? 

Reply :  Not  so,  for  by  the  admission  of  the 

mental  state  reaching  places  outside  the  body  it 

has  already  been  mentioned  that  that  state,  the 

mind  and  the  object  occupy  the  same  place,  and 

hence  the  things  that  have  them  for  their  limiting 

adjuncts  are  not  different  from  each  other.1 
Thus  the  application  of  the  mental  state  to  a  case 

of  perception  has  been  demonstrated  according 

to  alternative  views.2 

I1  See  p.  16. 

2  About  the  individual  self  being  unlimited  or 
limited.] 
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Dream  and  Profound  Sleep:  the 

Individual  Self 

^qsrrawr  1  srra^^snsqTfrW  'ifaqiwVfe  1 
i 

I  STTur^HtTl^- 
asrrfosqrfa:  1  sw 

,  ̂   3 

.  .  .  ».  s 
cUm'ddNHn|:  I  rHT  cPTrTq^TI^qFrDTTqqT?- 

*ikqT  ‘of-q^mfrwr  gtyrfrrorreKi  *r  <nr 

The  dream  condition1  is  that  in  which  objects 
are  immediately  cognised  by  a  mental  state  that 

is  not  caused  by  the  organs.2  The  clause,  “That 

is  not  caused  by  the  organs,”  is  for  excluding 
the  waking  condition.3  In  order  to  guard  against 
the  definition  unwarrantedly  including  profound 

sleep,  which  has  a  state  of  nescience,  the  word 

‘  mental  ’  has  been  inserted.  Profound  sleep 
is  that  condition  in  which  a  state  of  nescience 

has  nescience  for  its  object.4  Since  the  state 
resembling5  nescience  in  the  waking  condition 
and  dream  is  a  mental  state,  the  definition  does 

not  unwarrantedly  include  them.  Regarding  this* 
some  say  that  death  and  swoon  are  other  condi¬ 
tions.  Others,  however,  maintain  that  they  are 

included  in  profound  sleep.  Now  as  their  in- 
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elusion  in  the  three  conditions  or  exclusion  from 

them  has  no  bearing  on  the  ascertainment  of  the 

meaning  of  the  word  '  thou/  no  attempt  is  being made  to  deal  with  it. 

[/Of  the  individual  self. 

2 But  by  an  adventitious  defect,  viz.,  sleep. 
3  In  which  objects  are  cognised  with  the  help  of  the 

organs.  See  p.  189. 

4  A  man  waking  from  sleep  says,  * '  I  slept  happily, 

I  knew  nothing/'  This  recollection  of  the  natural  bliss 
of  the  self  as  also  ignorance  is  a  proof  that  in  profound 

sleep  nescience  only  functions,  not  the  mind  ;  and  the 

object  of  that  immediate  modification  of  nescience  is 
also  nescience. 

5 For  example,  in  the  statement,  “I  do  not  know  a 

jar."  Here  the  object  of  the  unawareness  is  not 
nescience. 

6 Classification  of  the  conditions.] 

si  snsne#  grafgqli  1  ttftar  srlsrensjc# 

gircrawyt  srafofir  i” 

qTfsrcrer  i 

The  individual  self1  is  treated  as  one  in  respect 

of  its  limiting  adjunct,  nescience,3  and  manifold 
in  respect  of  its  limiting  adjuncts,  the  different 

minds.  By  this3  the  atomicity4  of  the  individual 

self  is  refuted,  for  in  texts  like,  “Through  the 
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attribute5  of  the  intellect  it  is  seen  to  have  the 

size  of  the  point  of  an  awl,  and  by  its  own  attri¬ 

bute,®  vaster  than  anything  else,  (Sv.  7),  the 
Sruti  speaks  of  the  individual  self  as  infinitesimal, 
because  that  modification  of  the  mind  which  is 

signified  by  the  word  'intellect/  is  its  limiting 

adjunct.7 
[*  Which  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  ‘thou/ 
2  Which  is  one. 

3  That  is,  as  the  manifoldness  is  but  apparent,  being 
merely  due  to  limiting  adjuncts. 

4  Held  by  Ramanujacarya  and  others. 
5  That  is,  subtlety. 
6 Viz.,  omnipresence. 
7  So  the  word  '  infinitesimal '  here  means  'subtle/ 

as  the  mind  is.  The  last  line  of  the  text  has  got  several 

readings,  one  of  which  is 

meaning,  "Because  the  size  of  the  mind"  etc.  In 
another  reading  the  end  portion  is  in 

which  case  the  sentence  would  mean:  "The  Sruti 
speaks  of  the  individual  self  as  being  of  a  size  that  has 

for  its  limiting  adjunct  the  size  of  the  mind,  signified 

by  the  word  *  intellect/  "] 

That  individual  self  is  self-effulgent,  for  re¬ 

garding  its  dream  condition  the  Sruti  says,  “  In 
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this  state  the  man  himself  becomes  the  light” 

(Br.  IV.  iii.  9).  And  it  is  Knowledge  itself,1  for 

the  Sruti  says,  “It  is  Pure  Intelligence  alone” 
(Br.  IV.  v.  13).  As  for  the  use  of  the  expression, 

"  I  know,”  it  is  explicable  by  a  reference  to the  Consciousness  reflected  in  the  mental  state. 

Thus  the  meaning  of  the  word  ‘  thou  ’  has  been ascertained. 

[‘That  is,  Knowledge  Absolute.] 

The  Identity  of  the  Meanings  of 

‘  That  ’  and  ‘  Thou  ’ 

1  *13  “siTSjftarc::” 

“<3T  5^” 
fcqrfqsreqr, 

“srfqtft  3^4  ^  ̂   i 

11
” 

tomftqqeqr  ̂   “qrqrreqr”- 

fiqmq.  qq:5”  “qsmR:  SR3T:”  fcqrf^- 
qTwrgqqfcrraftq,  im,  *n 

«trwr- 
JTiqrqTrf  |  8^q«lT  ̂ qmfo^qfcnqraifgyftid:- 

snsrcq  qpnw  i  m^rh  sfe 

“rqftsqq;,  «i  sqm:”  fjM  *f?r 
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c«rwi  vsr  sngmsnrfa  jtotoh,  3ww«»iyi<t, 

Now  the  identity  of  the  meanings  of  the  words 

‘That'  and  ‘thou,’  which  is  the  signification  of 

the  great  dictum,1  is  being  set  forth. 

Objection :  Since  difference  between  the  indi¬ 
vidual  self  and  Brahman  is  known  from  such 

perception  as,  “I  am  not  God,"  from  (the 
inference  based  on)  the  sign2  of  the  self  possess¬ 

ing3  contradictory  attributes  such  as  limited 
knowledge  and  omniscience,  from  the  Sruti  texts, 

‘‘Two  birds  of  beautiful  wings  ”  etc.  (R.  I.  clxiv. 
ii  ;  Mu.  III.  i.  i;  Sv.  IV.  6),4  and  from  such 
Smrti  texts  as,  ‘‘In  the  world  there  are  these 
two  entities  ( purusa ) — the  mutable  and  the  Im¬ 

mutable;  the  mutable  one  comprises  all  beings,5 
and  the  changeless  (Brahman)  is  called  the 

Immutable"  (G.  XV.  16) — dictums  like,  ‘‘Thou 

art  That"  ( Cha .  VI.  viii.  7ft),  convey  only  a 

figurative  meaning/  like  sentences  such  as,  "  The 

sacrificial  post  is  the  sun  "  (Tai.  Br.  II.  1.  v.  2), 

and  ‘‘The  sheaf  of  kusa 7  grass  is  the  sacrificer" 
(Ibid.  III.  hi.  ix.  2,  3). 

Reply :  No,  for  the  perception  of  difference, 
which  is  likely  to  be  attended  with  the  defects  of 

its  instruments/  is  nullified  by  the  knowledge 
arising  from  the  Vedas,  in  which  there  is  no 

possibility  of  any  defect.9  Otherwise,10  astron- 



202 VEDANTA-PARIBHASA 

omy,  which  observes  the  great  size  of  the  moon, 
would  be  nullified  by  perception,  which  notices 

it  to  be  no  bigger  than  a  span.  Besides,  like  the 

perception  of  a  jar  baked  red  that  it  is  red,  not 

dark,11  the  perception  that  cognises  a  difference 
between  the  individual  self  and  God  concerns  the 

difference  between  their  qualifying  attributes 

only,12  on  the  principle,  “  In  the  case  of  a  quali¬ 
fied  entity/ '  etc.13  Hence  neither  is  inference  a 
proof  on  the  matter,  for  it  contradicts  scriptural 
evidence,  as  is  the  case  with  the  inference  about 

Mount  Meru  being  made  of  stone.14, 

I1  “  Thou  art  That.” 
2  The  reason  or  ground  for  inference. 
3  If  the  dictum,  “  Thou  art  That,”  were  taken 

literally. 

4 The  whole  verse  runs  thus:  “Two  birds  of  beauti¬ 
ful  wings  (the  self  and  Brahman),  which  are  friends  and 

constant  companions,  perch  on  the  same  tree  (the  body) . 

One  of  these  (the  self)  eats  sweet  fruits  (enjoys  heaven 

etc.),  and  the  other  merely  looks  on,  without  eating.” 
Here  the  self  and  Brahman  are  clearly  differentiated. 

5  The  bodies  of  all  beings  from  Hiranyagarbha 
downwards.  These  are  called  'beings/  as  the  ignorant 
identify  themselves  with  their  bodies. 

•And  not  identity. 

7  Poa  cyttosuroides . 
8  The  organs  such  as  the  eyes. 
9  Because  they  are  not  of  human  origin. 
10  If  perception  be  given  precedence  over  scriptural 

testimony  simply  because  it  is  the  first  of  the  means  of 
knowledge. 

11  Where  the  difference  is  not  in  the  thing,  but  in  its 
attributes  only. 
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13 And  not  the  underlying  substance,  viz.,  Pure 
Consciousness,  which  is  identical. 

13 The  whole  passage  reads  thus:  4 'In  the  case  of 
a  qualified  entity,  if  the  injunction  or  prohibition  cannot 
refer  to  the  substantive,  then  it  refers  to  the  qualifying 

attributes/ '  For  example,  when  a  robber  turns  a  saint, 
we  may  say,  "The  robber  is  dead,  the  saint  is  bom.” 
Here  the  difference  is  not  with  regard  to  the  identity  of 
the  person,  but  only  with  regard  to  his  attributes. 
Similarly,  all  the  difference  between  the  individual  self 

and  God  is  in  respect  of  limited  knowledge  and  omnis¬ 
cience,  etc.  Divested  of  the  qualifying  attributes,  the 
two  are  identical. 

14  While  according  to  the  scriptures  it  is  made  of 
gold.  In  the  face  of  that,  it  cannot  be  inferred  to  be 
made  of  stone  simply  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a 
mountain.  In  the  unseen  realm  the  primacy  goes  to 
the  scriptures.] 

qrareq  sq*r”sir%- 

1  n 1  ^  sm- 

W^mPCtq:,  qpsqqr, 
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i  sr  ̂   srrofircircft  sn  nft:, 
\ 

Nor  is  there  any  conflict  with  other  scriptural 

texts,  for,  between  a  sentence  inculcating  an 

identity  of  the  individual  self  with  Brahman  and 

one  not  doing  so,  the  former  is  stronger,  and 

hence  dictums  like,  “Thou  art  That’’  ( Cha .  VI. 
viii.  7  £f) ,  which  from  their  introduction,  conclu¬ 

sion,  etc.,1  are  known  to  convey  non-duality,  are 

stronger  than  texts  such  as,  “Two  birds  of  beauti¬ 

ful  wings,’’2  etc.,  which  merely  repeat  the 
difference  that  is  already  accepted  in  the  world. 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  if  the  individual  self  be 

identical  with  Brahman,  its  possession  of  contra¬ 
dictory  attributes  cannot  be  explained;  for  just  as 

(naturally)  cold  water  may  (temporarily)  possess 

heat  belonging  to  its  limiting  adjunct,3  similarly, 
we  can  understand  that  the  individual  self,  which 

is  naturally  devoid  of  attributes,  may  appear  to 
possess  agency  etc.  owing  to  its  limiting  adjuncts, 
such  as  the  mind.  If  it  is  said  that  the  heat  is 

superimposed  on  the  water  etc.,  then  it  is  equally 
the  case  with  the  matter  at  issue.  It  cannot  be 

questioned  how,  in  the  absence  of  any  latent 

impression  left  by  a  valid  knowledge  of  the  thing4 
superimposed,  there  can  ever  be  a  superimposi¬ 
tion,  since  according  to  Vedanta,  there  is  no 

(real)  agency  anywhere.5  Because,  on  grounds 
of  simplicity,  that  impression  can  be  a  cause*  as 

a  latent  impression7  regarding  the  thing  super¬ 

imposed.8  Nor  can  it  be  urged :  How  to  explain 
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the  first  superimposition  ?  For  the  stream  of 

superimpositions  regarding  agency  etc.  has  no 

beginning.9 

I1  The  six  tests  for  determining  the  purport  of  a 

scriptural  passage,  viz.,  introduction,  conclusion,  repeti¬ 

tion  (of  the  topic  at  intervals),  originality  (of  the  teach¬ 

ing),  result  (achieved  from  it),  eulogy,  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  (through  reasoning  etc.).  For  instance,  the  topic 

of  chapter  VI  of  the  Chandogya  Upanisad,  viz.,  the 

unity  of  Brahman,  is  introduced  in  section  ii  and  con¬ 
cluded  in  the  last  section.  It  is  repeated  nine  times  in 

the  last  paragraphs  of  sections  vii — xvi.  The  unity  of 
Brahman  is  known  only  from  the  Upanisads  and  from 

no  other  source  ( originality ).  It  results  in  liberation. 

It  is  eulogised  in  the  third  paragraph  of  section  ii  as 

bringing  within  one’s  reach  things  that  have  not  even 
been  thought  of.  The  topic  has  been  demonstrated  in 

section  i.  4-6  by  three  illustrations  showing  that  effects 
are  not  different  from  their  material  causes. 

2  See  note  4  on  p.  202. 

3  Viz.,  the  next  element  fire,  which  is  mixed  up 
with  it. 

4  Agency. 

5  Either  in  the  self  or  in  the  mind. 

6  Of  the  superimposition. 

7  Whether  the  previous  knowledge  that  leaves  it  is 
valid  or  not. 

8  That  is,  instead  of  saying  that  the  latent  impression 
of  a  valid  knowledge  of  agency  causes  the  superimposi¬ 
tion,  it  is  simpler  to  say  that  any  latent  impression  of  it, 
whether  valid  or  invalid,  is  the  cause. 

9  Like  the  universe  of  which  they  are  a  part,  super¬ 
impositions  are  but  continually  repeating  themselves 

from  cycle  to  cycle.] 
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a*  553*- 

*3wffosg<j»iT%tfo  i  srt  v®  aggfeqr^- 

yi«w^  i  *f  <ar  «Ri4qnon^  sroir<rcni;,  “^r  3*^1 

siren”  fotsfa  dff^n(R(  1 
Here,1  although  the  qualified  entities2  which 

are  the  primary  meanings  of  the  words  ‘  thou ' 

and  'That'  cannot  be  identified,  yet  the  identity 

of  their  implied  meaning,3  the  underlying 

essence,4  is  conclusively  proved.5  Hence  sen¬ 
tences  like,  “Thou  art  That,”  which  inculcate 

that  identity,  convey  a  simple  notion  of  identity,6 
like  sentences  such  as,  “This  is  he.”  It  is  not 
that  only  sentences  expressing  action  have  valid¬ 

ity,7  for  in  the  case  of  sentences  like,  “Caitra,  a 

son  has  been  born  to  you,”  the  meanings  of  the 
words  are  apprehended  even  with  regard  to  state¬ 

ments  of  fact.8 

pin  the  great  dictum,  "Thou  art  That." 
2 Viz.,  the  individual  self  and  God,  which  are 

possessed  of  contradictory  attributes. 

3  This  is  stated  in  accordance  with  the  traditional 
view.  See  p.  102.  According  to  the  author  himself 

there  is  no  implication  in  such  cases.  See  p.  103. 

4  Viz.,  Pure  Consciousness. 
5  In  this  discussion. 

6  See  p.  38. 
7  As  the  Prabhakara  school  of  Mimamsakas  main¬ 

tains. 

8  Which  require  no  activity  to  bring  them  about.] 
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jfaqHq  faro  fe?q.  1 

Thus  the  identity  of  the  individual  self  and 

Brahman,  which  is  taught  by  the  Srutis,  Smrtis, 
histories  and  Puranas,  and  is  in  consonance  with 

the  findings  of  all  means  of  knowledge,  is  the 

subject-matter  of  the  Vedanta  philosophy. 



CHAPTER  VIII 

THE  AIM  OF  VEDANTA 

The  Aims  of  Life  :  Relative  and 
Absolute  Bliss 

r5^  err  irftsRn  i  ?w  fs^rqq;— nWirfn- 1 
?ra  gmg ssrmral  ?r^?rc*Trasr  nto 

spftswg  i  *3^33  fgfaqg— -srrfasra  Efrfomafo  i 
?nr  swfssw 

gciT^r  gisngqjftsrfer”  *c*irf^sRt:  i  ̂Rkispi 

asta,  airfd  atiHtri,”  “feaRWH^  sm” 

Now  the  aim  of  Vedanta  is  being  described. 

That  which  being  known  is  desired  to  belong  to 
oneself  is  called  an  aim.  It  is  of  two  kinds — 
primary  and  secondary.  Of  these,  pleasure  and 
the  absence  of  pain  are  primary  aims,  and  the 
means  to  either  of  them  is  the  secondary  aim. 
Pleasure  is  also  of  two  kinds — relative  and 

absolute.  Of  these,  relative  pleasure  is  a  partic¬ 
ular  manifestation  of  a  modicum  of  bliss  caused 

by  differences  in  the  mental  state  generated  by 
a  contact  with  objects.  Witness  such  Sruti  texts 
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as,  “Other  beings  live  on  a  particle  of  this  very 

bliss”  ( Br .  IV.  iii.  32).  Absolute  bliss  is  Brah¬ 
man  alone.  For  we  have  such  Sruti  texts  as, 

“He  knew  that  Bliss  was  Brahman”  ( Tax .  III. 

6),  and  “Brahman,  which  is  Knowledge  and 
Bliss”  (Br.  III.  ix.  xxviii.  7). 

The  Nature  of  Liberation 

safafjifftia*,  “as 

The  attainment  of  Brahman,  which  is  Bliss, 

as  also  the  cessation  of  pain  is  liberation;  for  we 

have  Sruti  texts  like,  "(He  who  knows  that 

Supreme)  Brahman  becomes  Brahman  Itself" 
(Mu.  III.  ii.  9),  and  "The  knower  of  the  Self 
transcends  grief"  ( Cha .  VII.  i.  3).  Going  to 
another  world,  or  the  joy  derived  from  objects 
consequent  on  that,  is  not  liberation,  for,  being 

a  product,  it  is  ephemeral,  and  this  would  lead 
to  a  return  of  the  liberated. 

*r,  stgrerereq 

sif^qqn:  i 
sfosfr srmnifH-MRs^R^r^: 

14 
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swtaRc#  gsita  i  tot  “to 
^  gcqifflulfeHTOigfiN  STSftfd  I  TOT 

TOfaTOTOWT  ̂ rBr  ̂ cTOTOri:  “*TO  ̂ :”  JcTOT- 

^TTOTr^  mR&hIN  5TO^I  ,tR?T^:  I  TO  HihwRI- 

srifn:,  qftsTOSTOroro 

spflri*^  I 

Objection:  Even  according  to  your  view,  if 
the  attainment  of  bliss  and  the  cessation  of 

troubles  have  a  beginning,  then  it  is  open  to  the 

same  defect,1  and  if  it  is  without  a  beginning, 

then  there  cannot  be  any  inclination2  for  hearing 
etc.3  for  the  purpose  of  liberation. 

Reply :  Not  so,  for  although  liberation,  which 
is  identical  with  Brahman,  is  already  achieved, 

yet,  through  a  mistaken  notion  about  its  not 

being  achieved,  one  can  feel  inclined  to  attain  it. 
And  the  cessation  of  troubles,  since  it  is  identical 

with  its  substratum/  Brahman,  is  also  a  thing 

already  achieved.  In  the  world,  too,  the  attain¬ 

ment  of  what  is  already  attained  and  the  avoid¬ 
ance  of  what  is  already  avoided,  are  patent 
aims.  For  instance,  with  regard  to  gold  that  is 

in  one’s  hand  but  has  been  forgotten,  the  instruc¬ 

tion  of  a  trustworthy  person  saying,  ‘  ‘  The  gold 

is  in  your  hand,”  makes  one  attain  it  as  if  it  were 
not  already  attained.  Or  when  one  has  mistaken 

a  garland  twining  round  one’s  leg  for  a  snake, 

the  words  of  a  trustworthy  person  saying,  “This 
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is  not  a  snake,”  make  one  get  rid  of  the  snake 
that  was  already  got  rid  of.  Similarly,  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  bliss,  although  it  is  already  attained,  and 
the  cessation  of  troubles,  although  they  are 

already  got  rid  of,  is  liberation,  and  it  is  the  aim 
of  Vedanta. 

[*  That  is,  being  a  product,  it  will  cause  the  liberated 
to  return. 

2  Since  the  result  is  already  achieved. 
3  Refers  to  reflection,  and  meditation. 

4  Everything  in  the  universe,  whether  positive  or 
negative,  is  a  superimposition  on  Brahman,  and  hence 

has  no  independent  existence  of  its  own.] 

sr  ̂   srr^TTwr:,  “erfa 
STFT:  <T«*T  awrafsiffc 

“aw*  H  srsrar  smrtefa,”  a*g 

agwfar”  str 

That  liberation  is  achieved  only  through 

knowledge,  for  the  Sruti  says,  “Knowing  Him 
alone  one  transcends  death ;  there  is  no  other  way 

to  follow”  ($v.  III.  8,  VI.  15),  and,  besides,  it 
is  the  rule  that  the  cessation  of  ignorance  takes 

place  only  through  knowledge.  That  knowledge 
has  for  its  object  the  identity  of  the  individual 

self  with  Brahman,  for  the  Sruti  says,  “You 

have  attained  fearlessness,  O  Janaka  ”  (Br.  IV. 

ii.  4),  and  “  It  knew  Itself  as:  I  am  Brahman  ” 



212 VEDANTA-PARIBHASA 

(Ibid.  I.  iv.  io),  and  there  is  the  statement  of  the 

Brhannaradiya  Pumna,  ‘  ‘  The  means  to  libera¬ 
tion  is  the  knowledge  arising  from  dictums  like : 

Thou  art  That”  (XXXIII.  66). 

Two  Views  about  Immediate  Knowledge 

That  knowledge,  again,  is  immediate,  for  were 
it  mediate,  it  would  not  be  calculated  to  remove 

error,  'which  is  immediate.  According  to  some,1 
that  immediate  knowledge  arises  from  dictums 

like,  “Thou  art  That”  (Chd.  VI.  viii.  7ft). 
According  to  others,2  it  arises  from  the  mind 
itself,  purified  by  reflection  and  meditation. 

PThe  reference  is  to  the  author  of  the  Vivarana. 

2  The  reference  is  to  Vacaspati  Mi6ra.] 

^farafqrmq*TT*re;— - qfeyqftgq1  *i  q^or- 

fWfatfqirfsraKisn* ,  logq- 

aqs^-aHwfi  i  sMsrrfaqrcfit 

aa#*  aft  swtcht,  a 
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Slf^T  “*TTST5^JT  <£T^?Tt  ^ 

SITSfan  gfo  5JI^5fe,  “5RTORT”%m3Fq^ 

“sif  an”  ffgr  *r  ‘jnsrsfe’-yis^rtofafo  1 
Of  these,  the  teachers  of  the  former  school 

opine  as  follows:  The  immediacy  of  cognition, 

as  has  been  proved,1  is  due  not  to  its  originating 
through  a  particular  instrument,  but  to  a  partic¬ 

ular  object  of  knowledge.2  So  Brahman,  not 

being  different3 '  from  the  individual  self  or  the 
subject,  the  knowledge  of  It,  although  produced 

by  words,4  is  immediate.  Hence  under  the 
topic  relating  to  Pratardana,5  after  it  has  been 
decided6  that  the  word  Prana,  in  the  sentence, 

‘  ‘  I  am  Prana,  the  intelligent  Self ;  meditate  on 

Me  as  that  and  as  longevity  and  immortality” 
(Kau.  III.  2),  spoken  by  Indra  to  Pratardana, 

refers  to  Brahman,  an  objection  is  raised7  as  to 
how  the  use  of  a  form  of  the  word  ‘  I  ’  in 

‘‘Meditate  on  Me”  is  justified.  And  in  the 

aphorism,  “  But  the  instruction  is  from  the  scrip¬ 

tural  point  of  view,  as  in  the  case  of  Vamadeva,”8 
which  sets  about  to  answer  the  objection,  it  is 

stated  that  the  phrase  ‘  scriptural  point  of  view  ’ 
means:  an  attitude  that  is  recommended  by  the 

scriptures,  that  is,  the  knowledge,  "  I  am  Brah¬ 

man,”  produced  by  sentences  like,  “Thou  art 

That.” 
['On  pp.  21  and  36. 

2  Whether  a  cognition  is  immediate  or  mediate 
depends  not  on  the  organ  or  mind,  but  on  the  object. 
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3  That  is,  since  the  individual  self  is  identical  with 
Brahman. 

4  That  is,  the  verbal  comprehension  of  Brahman. 

5  Topic  ii,  Br.  S.  I.  i,  aphorisms  28-31. 

*Ibid.,  aphorism  28. 

7 Ibid.,  aphorism  29.  Because  apparently  the  'me' 
refers  to  Indra,  whereas  meditation  on  Brahman  alone 

can  be  of  the  highest  good  to  man.  The  allusion  is  this : 

Pratardana,  the  son  of  Divodasa,  went  to  Indra' s 
heaven  by  dint  of  his  valour  in  battle.  Indra  offered 

him  a  boon  and  was  requested  by  him  to  choose  for 
him  one  that  would  be  most  beneficial  to  men.  There¬ 

upon  Indra  spoke  those  words. 

*  Ibid aphorism  30.  Vamadeva,  realising  his 

identity  with  Brahman,  said,  "I  was  the  sun,  as  also 

Manu "  (Br.  I.  iv.  10).  Here  also  Indra  spoke  with 
that  feeling  of  identity  with  Brahman.] 

snfriHficPTr  «f  1  srs- 

«wrpKJR^  ̂ wqiifiwwN  af^RRT 
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t 

|  cTfrEq— 
“  ‘arfq  sjr^rovqrasrr  tot  i 

snsrsforcTT,  ̂ 3  %ftr  «n«nft:  «req;  11” 
The  other  school,  however,  maintains  thus: 

The  perceptuality  of  cognitions  depends  only 

on  particular  instruments,  and  not  on  partic¬ 
ular  objects;  for  we  observe  that  with  regard  to 
one  and  the  same  subtle  object,  the  expression 

4  perceptible '  or  ‘  imperceptible  7  is  used  by  a 
person  who  has  a  strong  or  a  weak  instrument.1 
Hence,  since  the  criterion  of  the  immediacy 

of  cognition  is  only  its  being  caused  by  an 

organ,2  the  knowledge  produced  by  words  is  not 
immediate.  With  regard  to  the  realisation  of 

Brahman  also,  only  the  mind  purified  by  reflec¬ 
tion  and  meditation  is  the  instrument,  for  we 

have  Sruti  texts  like,  “  Through  the  mind  alone 
It  is  to  be  realised.”3  And  the  Sruti  texts4  that 
speak  of  Brahman  as  being  inaccessible  to  the 

mind,  refer  to  a  mind  that  is  not  purified.  And 

this  does  not  militate  against  the  fact  that  Brah¬ 

man  is  to  be  known  only  from  the  Upanisads,5 
for  the  mind  as  described  by  us  proceeds  on  its 

inquiry  only  after  it  has  the  knowledge  inculcated 

by  the  Vedas,  and  hence  it  depends  on  them. 

What  contradicts  the  fact  of  Brahman's  being 
known  only  through  the  Vedas  is  the  fact  of  Its 

being  known  through  other  means  of  knowledge 
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that  do  not  depend  on  the  Vedas.  The  aphorism 

relating  to  the  scriptural  point  of  view,  too,  is 

justified,  because  the  mental  perception  of  Brah¬ 
man  is  based  on  (knowledge  derived  from)  the 

scriptures.  So  it  has  been  said,  “The  valid 
knowledge  that  arises  from  meditation  on  the 

meaning  of  the  (Vedantic)  scriptures  is  regarded 

as  the  scriptural  point  of  view.  We  know  this- 

from  the  aphorism,  'Besides  during  adoration/6 
But  Vacaspati  alone  knows  it  well/,7 

l1  A  man  with  keen  eyes  notices  things  that  a  man 
with  weak  eyes  does  not.  The  former  would  call  them 
visible,  and  the  latter,  invisible. 

2  That  is,  since  a  cognition  is  immediate  only  when 
it  arises  through  an  organ. 

3  By.  IV.  iv.  19.  The  prefix  anu  in  the  verb  anu - 

drastavyam,  translated  here  simply  as  *  realised/ 
suggests  that  the  realisation  should  be  after  the  instruc¬ 
tion  of  the  teacher. 

4  Such  as,  "  That  which  one  cannot  think  of  through 

the  mind”  (Kena  Up.  I.  6),  and  "That  from  which 
words  come  back  together  with  the  mind  without  attain¬ 

ing  It”  (Tai.  III.  9). 

5Cf.  Br.  III.  ix.  26. 

6  By.  S.  III.  ii.  24.  The  whole  aphorism  runs  thus : 

"Besides  (yogins  see  It)  during  adoration,  (as  we 
know)  from  perception  (the  Sruti)  and  inference 

(Smrti).” 
7  Vedanta-kalpataru.  This  is  a  gloss  by  Amala- 

nanda  Svamin  on  Vacaspati  Mirra’s  BhdmaU.  See 
note  3  on  p.  1.] 
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The  Means  to  Realisation:  their 

Mutual  Relation 

srrc  qiqgrcni,  e  wifggHTfqfq 

q^TOTT  fefstfm:  |  3R  nq  “qfcr  ̂ T;|qg$R  stwn 

fqfofefe  qfer  erosnssnsfei”  scqrfq^fe, 
“qrcft  wife  qql  ci?rt  sr  sra^” 

1 

That  knowledge  comes  from  the  exhaustion 

of  demerits,  and  that,  again,  from  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  rites.  Hence  rites  are  indirectly  of  use. 

Therefore  Sruti  texts  like,  “The  Brahmanas  seek 
to  know  It  through  the  study  of  the  Vedas,  sacri¬ 
fices,  charity,  and  austerity  consisting  in  a  dis¬ 

passionate  enjoyment  of  sense-objects’’  (Br.  IV. 
iv.  22),  and  Smrti  texts  such  as,  “  When  the  taint 
(of  the  mind)  has  been  burnt  by  rites,  knowledge 

manifests  itself,’’  are  appropriate. 

V#  sqnWH  fa  fe-4 1 W  IRflq 

Airalare^  “suchi  qr  aft  s[gsq:”  *fq 

“sftqaft  FRTsft  fsrfeqrfaqsq:” 

wqTORqfqfeqTTTqRT  fq^Win.  I  sqnf  situ  qqRfT- 

qmfefft  hr#  fen  1 

*R*r  «to  5i*qrqsnftftsq  qfwri- 

WIRR  qm  SRrfeqftRqT  fqqrfcqr^qiiraRq 
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wnrefr  ssnqnc:  i 

Similarly  hearing,  reflection  and  meditation 

also  are  means  to  knowledge,  since  in  the  section1 
relating  to  Maitreyl,  for  the  purpose  of  realisa¬ 

tion — introduced  in  the  passage,  "The  Self 

indeed,  my  dear  (Maitreyl),  should  be  realised" 
(By.  II.  iv.  5;  IV.  v.  6) — hearing,  reflection  and 
meditation  are  enjoined  as  means  to  that  in  the 

words,  "Is  to  be  heard  of/  reflected  on,  and 

meditated  upon"  (Ibid.).  Hearing  is  a  mental 
activity  leading  to  the  conviction  that  the 
Vedantic  texts  inculcate  only  Brahman,  the  One 

without  a  second.  Reflection  is  a  mental  opera¬ 
tion  producing  ratiocinative  knowledge  that  leads 
to  the  refutation  of  any  possible  contradiction 

from  other  sources2  of  knowledge  regarding  the 

meaning  established  by  scriptural  testimony.3 
Meditation  is  a  mental  operation  helping  to  fix 
the  mind  on  the  Self  by  withdrawing  it  from 

objects,  when  it  is  drawn  towards  them  by  latent 

evil  impressions  that  have  no  beginning.4 

I1  Br.  II.  iv.  and  IV.  v. 

2  Perception,  inference,  etc. 
3  Such  as,  "Thou  art  That." 
4  Because  they  are  innate  in  the  self,  which  is 

eternal,  it  is  impossible  to  trace  their  origin.] 

“It 
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1  wsnr  %g:,  srs^rasw- 

%g:,  ¥ROTTOr%  cTTcT^H^SJ^»T  ̂ IT5=[5JTSTrai^»I 

n^nfo  sfcnifa  sr*ftc<wft  w*consftf^  ̂ sfoyrretf 

l 

Of  these,  meditation  is  the  direct  cause  of  the 
realisation  of  Brahman,  for  we  have  Sruti  texts 

like,  “  Following  the  yoga  of  meditation,  they 
visualised  that  power,1  which  is  identical  with 
the  Supreme  Being,  and  is  hidden  by  its  own 

ingredients  ( gunas )  "  ($v.  I.  3).  Reflection  is  a 
cause  of  meditation,  because  it  is  not  possible  for 

a  person  who  has  not  reflected  to  meditate  on  the 

meaning  of  what  has  been  heard  of,  for  he  lacks 

a  conviction  about  it.  And  hearing  is  a  cause  of 

reflection,  because  in  the  absence  of  hearing,  the 

intention  (of  a  passage)  cannot  be  ascertained, 

and  consequently  no  verbal  comprehension  can 
take  place,  with  the  result  that  there  cannot  be 

reflection  leading  to  a  certitude  about  the  reason¬ 
ableness  or  otherwise  of  the  meaning  of  what  has 

been  heard  of.  Some  teachers2  say  that  all  the 
three  are  causes  of  the  origination  of  knowledge. 

[xThe  cosmic  illusion. 

2  The  reference  is  to  Vacaspati  Mi£ra.] 

swotrj;  wsftaftafa 
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qyqfwf  si  enyfa- 

«c?nwn%s5rwrai^  i  ?rorfs  “sftfsf*riSl<r,”  “^sn 

ijjfrfd”  *eqi%ifeq  *r  qnfot 

<j<fan  stfarfer  i  snfa  “srfgsfo^yr  ̂ rfa” 

snfa  gi&rercqfecre  sra*T*q  “srffrc^  tf?r 

sn^^dL  s*4«u^r^*f 

fafegrewfer  I  *nfa  “^gqniraTwrt  ̂ nqswrt 

qsfcr”  ^r^Mi^Jid^^rqrTr^^^qr^mq^iJt 

fftinufonfad  T^TPSRc%Hm^T  !IOT 

Jursrf^wrrespft^sTRJ!:  i 

Others,1  however,  maintain  that  hearing  is  the 
principal  cause,  while  reflection  and  meditation, 

although  they  are  subsequent  to  hearing,2  merely 
serve  to  usher3  the  realisation  of  Brahman,  v/hich 
is  the  result  of  hearing,  and  therefore,  being 

helpful  from  a  distance,  are  subsidiary  factors. 
This  subsidiariness,  too,  does  not  consist  in 

their  being  parts  of  the  kind  discussed  in  the 

third  chapter  of  the  Purva-Mimamsa-Sutras / 
for  the  latter,  being  known  from  one  or  other  of 

the  (six)  tests  such  as  direct  enunciation  ( sruti ), 
cannot  fit  in  with  the  topic  under  discussion,  since 

direct  enunciation'  etc.  are  absent  here.  For 
instance,  there  is  no  third  case-ending  to  show 



THE  AIM  OF  VEDANTA 
221 

that  reflection  and  meditation  are  parts  (of  some 

main  sacrifice),  as  in  the  case  of  passages  like, 

“One  should  sacrifice  with  rice  grains/'  and 
“One  should  sacrifice  with  curd."  Nor  is  there 
any  indication,  such  as  the  capacity  of  sacred 

texts  like,  “  I  cut  thee,  O  kusa  grass,  who  art  the 

seat  of  the  gods"  ( Mcdtrayani  Samhita  I.  i.  2, 

i.  9),  to  express  the  cutting  of  the  kusa  grass.5 
Nor  is  there  any  supplementary  statement  direct¬ 

ing6  the  use  of  reflection  and  meditation  for  the 

purpose  of  hearing,  like  the  statement,  “One 
should  perform  the  Pravarga  rite  in  the  Agni- 

stoma  sacrifice,"  with  regard  to  the  Pravarga, 

mentioned  in  a  different  place.  Nor7  are  reflec¬ 
tion  and  meditation  mentioned  by  the  Sruti  in  a 

context  relating  to  hearing,  which  is  known  to  be 

a  means  to  the  result,8  as  the  Prayaja 9  sacrifice 

etc.  are  mentioned10  in  a  context  relating  to  the 
new  and  full  moon  sacrifices,  which  are  known 

to  be  means  to  the  result  (heaven)  from  the 

sentence,  “One  who  desires  heaven  should 

perform  the  new  and  full  moon  sacrifices." 
|/The  reference  is  to  the  author  of  the  Vivarana . 

2  And  hence  nearer  to  the  result. 

3  So  they  stand  for  the  operation  or  intermediate 
cause  ( vyapdra ).  See  note  1  on  p.  73. 

4  See  note  1  on  p.  92. 

5  Although  there  is  no  specific  direction  to  that  effect, 
it  is  clear  from  this  sentence. 

6  Which  might  make  them  parts  of  hearing. 
7  This  deals  with  the  third  item,  context. 

8 The  realisation  of  the  highest  truth,  viz.,  the  iden¬ 
tity  of  the  self  with  Brahman. 
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9  A  sacrifice  performed  before  certain  main  sacri¬ 
fices.  See  note  5  on  p.  108. 

10  To  satisfy  the  expectancy  about  the  modus 
operandi  of  the  new  and  full  moon  sacrifices.] 

srg  yfrreprefo  asm 

awrsr^r^r  %n,  *r, 

vqR<?|iTigiTcn  wmsC  gc^arq?a>  «Tr*npi  ̂ sW- 

sro*icitara»ra^r  w|fi^rgrai  srarar**i3lra  st^mppr- 

Objection:  Since  for  the  purpose  of  realisa¬ 

tion,  introduced  in  the  words,  “  Is  to  be  realised  ” 
(Br.  II.  iv.  5,  IV.  v.  6),  hearing  is  enjoined,  and 

since  it  is  possessed  of  a  result,1  reflection  and 
meditation,  which  are  mentioned  in  a  context 

relating  to  hearing  in  proximity  to  it,  should  from 

the  context  itself  be  parts2  of  that,  on  the  analogy 
of  the  Prayaja  sacrifice. 

Reply :  No,  because  from  another  Sruti  text, 

Following  the  yoga  of  meditation  they  visual¬ 

ised,”  etc.  (Sv.  I.  3),  we  know  that  meditation 
is  a  means  to  realisation,  and  an  expectancy 

being  raised  regarding  its  parts,3  it  is  hearing  and 
reflection  that  would  be  treated  as  those  parts,4 
on  the  analogy  of  the  Prayaja  sacrifice.  As  for 

order5  and  derivation,*  they  are  entirely  out  of 
account.7 

[lViz.,  realisation. 
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2  As  satisfying  the  expectancy  about  how  to  do  the 
hearing. 

3  Constituting  the  process  of  meditation. 
4  Instead  of  reflection  and  meditation  forming  parts 

of  hearing. 

5  Parallel  position.  This  also  helps  us  to  ascertain 
the  relation  of  whole  and  part  between  two  things,  for 

example,  a  certain  sacrifice  and  a  particular  sacred 

text,  each  occupying  an  identical  place  in  two  parallel 
series. 

6  Which  also  helps  us  to  fix  this  relation. 
7  Because  there  is  no  question  of  parallelism  with 

another  series,  nor  is  the  derivation  of  the  words  a  guide 

to  their  mutual  relationship.] 

%2i  1 

fosfrs  gqiarergggnq; ;  3  <r?rfq 

?R3gRfjr%  1  a#  3  srpfo:, 

*R«ffM^1Rn-RRTO,Tlf5r  JRRRf  I 

Besides,  in  the  case  of  the  Praydja  and  other 
sacrifices,  a  discussion  on  their  relationship  as  a 

part%>f  something  else  fulfils  a  purpose,  viz.,  that 

according  to  the  prima  facie  view1  the  Praydja 
etc.  are  not  to  be  performed  in  the  variant2  sacri¬ 
fices,  but  that  according  to  the  decision,  even 



224 
VED  ANT  A-P  ARI BH  ASA 

there  they  should  be  performed.  In  the  passage 

under  discussion,  however,  hearing  is  not  the 

typical  rite  with  regard  to  anything,  in  which 

case  the  performance  of  reflection  and  meditation 

even  in  the  latter3  might  be  the  result  of  a  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  question  of  their  relationship  as  parts 
of  something.  Therefore  we  must  understand 

that  reflection  and  meditation  are  not  parts  of 
hearing  in  the  manner  discussed  in  the  third 

chapter  of  the  Purva-Mirndrhsa-Sutras ,  but  just 
as  with  regard  to  an  effect  such  as  a  jar,  we  speak 

of  the  relative  importance  of  its  causes,  saying 

that  the  lump  of  clay,  for  instance,  is  the  principal 

cause,  and  the  wheel  etc.  are  auxiliary  causes, 

similarly  with  regard  to  hearing,  reflection  and 

meditation  also.4 

I1  Which  holds  that  the  Praydja  etc.  are  not  parts 
of  the  new  and  full  moon  sacrifices. 

2  Such  as  the  sacrifice  to  the  sun.  See  note  7  on 

P-  95- 
3  That  is,  the  variant  sacrifice. 

4  That  is,  hearing  is  the  principal  cause  and  the  other 

two  auxiliary  causes  of  the  realisation  of  one’s  identity 
with  Brahman.] 

w  iff
:— ' 

qfarqnri  qeqamrani;  i  g 
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This  has  also  been  indicated  by  the  author1 

of  the  Vivarana  in  the  following  passage:  “The 
comprehension2  (of  the  meanings)  of  words3  that 

are  possessed  of  significance  and  the  speaker's 
intention4  is  the  immediate  cause  of  a  cogni¬ 
tion  of  the  object  to  be  known,  for  a  means  of 

knowledge  is  the  immediate  antecedent5  to  the 
knowledge  of  objects.  But  reflection  and  medi¬ 
tation  become  causes  of  the  realisation  of  Brah¬ 

man  through  a  concentrated  state  of  the  mind 

with  regard  to  the  Supreme  Self® — an  effect 
accomplished  by  the  latent  impressions  produced 

by  a  tendency7  of  the  mind  towards  It.  Hence 
with  regard  to  the  comprehension  of  words 

possessing  significance  and  intention,  which  is 

the  immediate  cause  of  the  result,8  reflection  and 

meditation,  which  are  farther  removed,9  are 

admitted  to  be  its  parts10"  (V.  S.  S.,  p.  104). 

f1  See  note  3  on  p.  1. 

2  Comprehension,,.. intention — All  this  stands  for 
hearing. 

3  Such  as  *  thou  *  and  '  That '  occurring  in  the 
Upanisads. 

4 The  meaning  of  a  Vedantic  dictum  like,  “Thou 

art  That.” 
5  A  cause  is  an  invariable  and  immediate  antecedent. 
•Same  as  Brahman. 

7  That  is,  a  more  or  less  intermittent  effort  at  con¬ 
centration. 

15 
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8  The  comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  dictums 
indicating  the  identity  of  the  self  with  Brahman. 

9  From  the  result  than  the  comprehension  mentioned 
above,  that  is,  hearing. 

10  That  is,  auxiliary  causes  of  the  comprehension 
of  the  identity  of  the  self  with  Brahman.] 

Aids  to  Liberation 

g  ggsjarrofsren*::,  *>n3r  wlfa 

^wrarewarwrai  fafofor  i  *w  i 

fiwtrowi  qniwm  i 
sraa  i 

It*  is  aspirants  after  liberation  who  are  quali¬ 
fied  for  hearing  etc.,  for  (only)  one  who  desires 

(finite)  results  is  qualified  for  optional  rites.  To 

stimulate  a  desire  for  liberation,  the  discrimina¬ 

tion  between  eternal  and  transitory  things,1  a 
dispassion  for  the  enjoyment  of  sense-objects  and 

their  result2  here  and  hereafter,  calmness,  self- 
control,  self- withdrawal,  fortitude,  concentration 
and  faith  are  of  use.  Calmness  is  control  of  the 

mind.  Self-control  is  mastery  over  the  senses. 
Self- withdrawal  is  the  absence  of  distractions. 

Fortitude  is  the  bearing  of  the  pairs  of  opposites 
such  as  cold  and  heat.  Concentration  is  the  one- 
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pointedness  of  the  mind.  Faith  is  believing  in 
the  words  of  the  teacher  and  Vedanta. 

['Only  Brahman  is  eternal,  and  all  else  is  transi¬ 
tory. 

3 Viz.,  pleasure.] 

ui3r^r  qgqfcqfq  swttW 

wwmc^r^,  mfewnranw  «q*Jtrf^*rcfac«n$:  I 

Here  some  say  that  the  word  4  self-with- 
drawal 1  means  renunciation,1  so  that  only  monks 
are  qualified  for  hearing  etc.  Others,  however, 
maintain  that  the  injunction  about  hearing  etc.  is 

common  to  all  the  orders2  of  life,  because  the 

word  ‘  self- withdrawal '  never  signifies  renuncia¬ 
tion,  and  a  mere  absence  of  distractions  is 

possible  even  in  the  case  of  householders,3  and 
also  because  even  Janaka  and  others  are  reported 
to  have  held  discussions  on  Brahman. 

I1  Sannydsa  or  giving  up  the  world. 
2  Viz.,  those  of  the  student,  householder,  hermit  and 

monk. 

3  Not  monks  alone.] 

The  Goal  of  Meditation  on  the  Conditioned 

and  the  Unconditioned  Brahman 
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“fqfqfrr  ir  sngi  i 

^  nfqvHftsw  li 

qfrifafat  ̂ ^rrtqif^^wn,  n” 

ffa  i  ̂ qfiwrewiai  ar&nfrwrfor  agteTtwramf 

atq  sw«nia5W5R^r^n?^TrT«Jii  sr?mr  *ft^:  I 

yfqqipg  *jm%mnjr  fcr^gfi^  yrflrwjmtlfoT  fW 

rrf?r  agir%qiqrrelg  g*- 

q^qftr:  1  crara  «rf?r: — “^oftqg^urr  r*rrftqf 

VO 

<ft£wmrret,  ̂ igron:  «ftfinwtw>w  ffo  1 

*ftag:qn»3*jq  M^yrififd4«ftftg  qqrerrftg 

srtcq%,  iie^Hirwq^sr  1 

The  meditation  on  the  conditioned  Brahman 

is  also  a  cause  of  the  realisation  of  the  uncondi¬ 
tioned  Brahman  through  the  concentration  of 

the  mind.  So  it  has  been  said,  “Those  dull- 
witted  persons  who  are  unable  to  realise  the 
unconditioned  Supreme  Brahman  are  done  a 
favour  by  the  delineation  of  the  conditioned 
Brahman.  When  their  minds  are  brought  under 
control  by  the  practice  (of  meditation)  on  the 
conditioned  Brahman,  that  very  unconditioned 
Brahman,  divested  of  the  superimposition  of 

limiting  adjuncts,  directly  manifests  Itself.’’1 
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Those  who  meditate  on  the  conditioned  Brahman 

go  by  the  path  of  light  etc.2  to  the  world  of  Brah¬ 
man,  and  attaining  there  itself  a  realisation  of 

the  Truth  by  means  of  hearing  etc.,  they  are 

liberated  along  with  Hiranyagarbha.3  Ritualists,4 

however,  go  by  the  path  of  smoke  etc.5  to  the 
world6  of  the  manes,  and  when  their  past  work 
has  been  exhausted  through  fruition,  they  are 

reborn,  according  to  their  past  good  or  bad  deeds, 

in  bodies  beginning  with  that  of  Hiranyagarbha 

down  to  those  of  plants.  Witness  the  Sruti, 

* 4  Those  who  lead  good  lives  attain  agreeable 
births,  while  those  who  lead  impious  lives  attain 

evil  births' '  ( Cha .  V.  x.  7,  adapted).  While 
those  who  do  forbidden  acts,  suffer  excruciating 

pain  appropriate  to  their  particular  sins,  in  hells 
such  as  the  Raurava ,  and  are  then  bom  in  the 

bodies  of  lower  animals  such  as  dogs  and  swine, 

or  in  plant  bodies  etc.  It  is  needless  to  dilate  on 
this  incidental  matter. 

I1  Vedanta-kalpataru,  verses  1-2,  on  Br.  S.  I.  i.  20. 

2  That  is,  the  northern  route  or  the  path  of  the  gods, 
in  which  the  deities  identified  with  light,  the  day,  the 

bright  fortnight,  the  six  months  of  the  sun’s  northward 
journey,  the  year,  the  world  of  the  gods,  air,  the  sun, 

the  moon  and  lightning,  as  also  Varuna  (the  god  of 

water),  Indra  and  Prajapati,  serve  as  successive  guides, 

the  last  three  only  helping  the  superhuman  being  who 

takes  charge  of  the  travellers  from  the  deity  of  lightning 

and  conducts  them  to  the  Satya-loka. 
3  See  p.  175. 

4  Who  mechanically  perform  scriptural  rites,  works 
of  public  utility  and  charity. 
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5  That  is,  the  southern  route  or  the  path  of  the  manes, 
in  which  the  deities  identified  with  smoke,  the  night, 

the  dark  fortnight,  the  six  months  of  the  sun's  south¬ 
ward  journey,  the  world  of  the  manes  and  the  sky, 

successively  guide  the  travellers  to  the  moon,  where 

they  serve  the  gods  and  have  a  limited  measure  of 

enjoyment 

6 To  be  more  precise,  the  moon.] 

TOi  stpjtt  STcffiwfcr  fog  m^cJrrrrer- 
l 

One  who  has  realised  the  unconditioned  Brah¬ 

man,  however,  never  goes  to  any  other  world,  for 

the  Sruti  says,  “His  vital  forces  do  not  depart” 
(Br.  IV.  iv.  6);  but  experiencing  pleasure  and 

pain  till  his  fructifying1  work  is  exhausted,  he  is 
afterwards  liberated. 

[‘See  note  2  on  p.  175.] 

Fructifying  and  Accumulated  Work 

53  “MM*  stto  TOffir  effort  52 

frof^n,  “sisnfo  ggfroffii  5^  tot” 

su^TOfsresrRirgqqwfi^  *r  1 

fire  tow  to  srof^cwr, 
v  Cm  r\  s.  r»  c  c  .  ̂   c*_  ...  ♦ 

$TTO  TO  Wt?TOWTOTTO3TO1CtET*IT 
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Objection:'  Since  from  such  Sruti  texts  as, 
“And  his  actions  are  destroyed  when  He  who  is 

both  high  and  low  is  seen’’  (Mu.  II.  ii.  8),  and 
from  such  Smrti  texts  as,  “So  does  the  fire  of 

knowledge  burn  to  ashes  all  actions  ’’  ( G .  IV.  37), 
knowledge  is  definitely  known  to  be  the  cause  of 
the  destruction  of  all  actions,  the  survival  of  the 

fructifying  work  does  not  stand  to  reason. 

Reply:  Not  so;  for  from  such  Sruti  texts 

as,  “  The  delay  in  his  case  is  only  till  he  is  freed 
from  the  body;  after  this  he  is  one  with  Brah¬ 

man’’  (Cha.  VI.  xiv.  2),  and  from  such  Smrti 
texts  as,  “Work  is  not  exhausted  without  frui¬ 

tion’’  ( Brhanndr .  XXIX.  76),  we  know  that  only accumulated  actions  which  are  other  than  those 

which  have  already  commenced  their  effects,1  are 
destroyed  by  knowledge. 

[*  Which  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  prarabdha .] 

mqfirgnq”  1 

fsjf%  srrfsrct  i^pcvrgqqtift  *f?r 

Accumulated  work  is  of  two  kinds,  consisting 

of  good  deeds  and  bad  deeds.  Witness  the  Sruti, 
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"His  sons  inherit  his  legacies,  friends  his  good 
deeds,  and  enemies  his  bad  deeds.1" 

Objection:  With  the  cessation  of  primal 

nescience  through  the  realisation  of  Brahman, 

its  effect,  viz.,  the  fructifying  work,  also  ceases. 
So  how  can  one  account  for  the  continuity  of 
bodies  of  men  of  realisation  ? 

Reply:  Not  so,  for  since  it  is  unobstructed 

knowledge  that  removes  nescience,  so  long  as  the 

obstacle  of  fructifying  work  persists,  the  cessation 
of  nescience  is  not  admitted  to  take  place. 

[^That  is,  their  results.] 

Is  Liberation  Simultaneous? 

safoiraT 

*r,  i  wft  3 

iirorft:”  ffo 

^«hd5q(*4cqis:  i  &&  g  qjferfegn,  <ren«n- 

fromt  gftefrfoi  sirar 

sswnsf 

H  sifo,  tqymwq.  i  an?r  n* 
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^rK«WW- 

stfenrc  *rar*H*  qfefcr  q*  q?PT  ll” 

*f?r  1  sragfofer  q£  «i1qq^  1 

;reqnftCTfonqgtefq  qfa^qqmq&ftqnfrr  aqsr- 

gtftqqufrflm  i 

^  srgWRFife  1  snrofefaf^few- 
WBH^Wll&^fir  fee  qqtusm:  1 

eft  %^FcrqfeiqiqT  srrtsisiqfe^:  1 

Objection:  Even  in  that  case,  when  one 

person  is  liberated  through  the  realisation  of 
Truth,  all  would  be  liberated,  for  since  nescience 

is  one,  when  that  ceases,  transmigration  can 
never  exist  for  anybody. 

Reply:  It  is  no  harm,  for  some  would  wel¬ 
come  this  objection.  Others,  however,  just  to 

avoid  this  objection,  say  that  nescience  must  be 

admitted  to  be  manifold,  as  is  supported  by  the 

use  of  the  plural  in  the  Sruti  text,  “  The  Supreme 

Lord  through  His  powers  of  cosmic  illusion,”1 
etc.  Still  others  maintain  that  nescience  is  but 

one,  yet  its  powers  that  cover  the  nature  of 
Brahman  are  manifold  according  to  different 
individual  selves.  So  for  one  who  has  realised 

Brahman,  there  is  destruction  of  nescience  that 
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is  posssesed  of  the  power  to  cover  Brahman,  but 

not  with  regard  to  others.  From  the  above  view¬ 
point,  the  liberation  of  one  would  not  lead  to  the 
liberation  of  all.  Therefore,  under  the  topic 

covered  by  the  aphorism,  “Those  who  hold 
particular  authorities  live  as  long  as  their  author¬ 

ity  lasts’’  (. Br .  S.  III.  iii.  32),  a  doubt  is  raised 
as  to  how  persons  like  Indra,  who  hold  particular 

positions  and  who  have  attained  a  realisation  of 

Truth,  can  continue  in  their  bodies,  and  the  con¬ 

clusion  reached  on  the  point  is  that  they  attain 

absolute  isolation  characterised  by  disembodied¬ 
ness  after  finishing  the  fructifying  work  that  led 

them  to  the  particular  position.  So  it  has  been 

said  by  Acarya  Vacaspati  Misra,  “After  finish¬ 
ing  the  authority  conferred  on  them  by  God,  who 

was  pleased  with  their  perfection  in  meditation 

etc.,  they  attain  the  supreme  state.”3  This  does 
not  fit  in  with  the  view  that  the  liberation  of  one 

leads  to  the  liberation  of  all.  Therefore,  even 

according  to  the  view  that  nescience  is  one,  things 

are  to  be  explained  by  the  admission  of  a  different 

covering  power  (of  nescience)  for  every  individ¬ 
ual  self. 

So  this  kind  of  realisation  of  Brahman  leads 

to  liberation,  which  is  the  cessation  of  troubles 

and  the  attainment  of  the  absolute  bliss  of  Brah¬ 

man.  Thus  the  aim  of  Vedanta  (liberation)  has 
been  established. 

pi?.  VI.  xlvii.  18.  See  p.  42. 

2  Verse  in  the  Bhdmafi  on  the  above  aphorism.] 



GLOSSARY 

( Arranged  according  to  the  Sanskrit  alphabet) 

akhandopadhi  :  unanalysable  characteristic 

ativyapti  :  too  wide  application 
atindriya  :  imperceptible 

atyantabhava  :  absolute  non-existence 
adhikarana  :  (i)  substratum  ;  (2)  topic 
adhisthana  :  substratum 

adhyasa  :  superimposition 
anavastha  :  regressus  in  infinitum 

anirvacanlya  :  indescribable,  logically  indefinable 
anupapatti  :  inexplicability 

anupalambha  :  non-apprehension 
anubhava  :  experience 

anumana  :  inference  (the  instrument) 
anumiti  :  inferential  knowledge 

anuyogin  :  support,  substratum 
anuvada  :  restatement 

anuvyavasaya  :  self-reflective  cognition 
antah-karana  :  the  internal  organ,  mind 

anyatha-khyati  :  error,  taking  one  thing  for  another 

anyatha-siddha  :  superfluous, 

anyonyabhava  :  mutual  non-existence 

anvaya  :  (1)  (method  of)  agreement ;  (2)  logical  con¬ 
nection 

anvaya-vyatirekin  :  having  both  similar  and  contrary 
instances 

aparoksa  :  (1)  immediate ;  (2)  perceptual 
apurva  :  (1)  the  unseen  result ;  (2)  original 
aprama  :  invalid  knowledge,  error 

abhyupagama  :  (1)  admission  ;  (2)  tentative  admiss: 
arthavada  :  corroborative  statement 
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arthapatti  :  presumption 

alaukika  :  extraordinary 

avacchedaka  :  determining  characteristic 
avacchinna  :  limited  or  determined 

avayava  :  part,  component 

avayavin  :  aggregate,  whole 

avidya  :  nescience 

avyapti  :  too  narrow  application 
asiddha  :  unfounded 

akamksa  :  expectancy 
aka^a  :  ether 

agama  :  verbal  or  scriptural  testimony 

apta  :  a  trustworthy  person 

aropya  :  the  thing  superimposed 
a^raya  :  basis,  substratum 

asatti  :  contiguity 

indriya  :  organ 
ista  :  desirable 

upacara  :  metaphor 

upamana  :  comparison  (the  instrument) 

upamiti  :  knowledge  based  on  comparison 

upasthiti  :  knowledge 

upahita  :  possessed  of  a  limiting  adjunct 

upadana  :  material  cause 

upadhi  :  (i)  a  general  property  other  than  the  generic 

attribute  ( jdti );  (2)  limiting  adjunct;  (3)  condition 

kapala  :  one-half  of  a  jar,  or  potsherd 
karanata  :  causality 

krti  :  activity 

klrpta  :  prescribed,  necessarily  to  be  accepted 

kevalanvayin  ;  having  no  contrary  instance,  univers¬ 

ally  present 

kevala-vyatirekin  :  having  no  similar  instance 

guna  ;  (1)  quality,  (2)  ingredient,  (3)  merit 
gaurava  :  cumbrousness 

graha  :  apprehension 
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cit  :  Pure  Consciousness 

citta  :  the  recollective  aspect  of  the  mind 

caitanya  :  Pure  Consciousness 

jati  :  generic  attribute 
jiva  :  individual  self 

jnana-laksana  :  based  on  knowledge 
tarka  :  argument,  reductio  ad  absurdum 

tatparya  :  intention 
tadatmya  :  identity 

tejas  :  fire,  light 

de£a  :  space,  place 

dravya  :  substance 

dharma  :  (1)  attribute  ;  (2)  righteousness 
dharmin  :  something  possessing  an  attribute 

naya  :  system 
nigamana  :  conclusion 

nirvikalpa  :  indeterminate 

paksa  :  subject,  that  in  or  about  which  something  is 
inferred 

paksa-dharmata  :  presence  in  the  subject 
pada  :  (1)  word  ;  (2)  status 

padartha  :  (1)  category  ;  (2)  the  thing  signified  by  a 
word 

paramanu  :  atom 

parampara-sambandha  :  indirect  relation 

paramarSa  :  consideration,  the  knowledge  that  a  sub¬ 
ordinate  concomitant  of  the  thing  to  be  inferred  is 
in  the  subject 

parinama  :  transformation,  actual  change 

paroksa  :  mediate 

paramarthika  :  absolute 

purusa  :  (1)  man  ;  (2)  person  ;  (3)  soul 
purusartha  :  human  end 

prakarana  :  context 

prakara  :  feature  in  knowledge,  corresponding  to  the 

adjectival  part  of  its  object 
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prakrti  :  (i)  Nature ;  (2)  typical  (sacrifice) 

pradhvamsabhava  :  non-existence  as  destruction 
pratiyogin  :  (1)  counterpositive,  that  which  is  negated; 

(2)  that  which  rests  on  something  else ;  (3)  that 

which  corresponds  to  something 

pratyaksa  :  (1)  perception  (the  instrument);  (2)  per¬ 
ceptual  knowledge 

pratyabhijna  :  recognition 

pratyaya  :  cognition 

pratyasatti  :  connection,  especially  between  a  sense- 
organ  and  its  object 

prama  :  valid  knowledge 

pramana  :  instrument  of  valid  knowledge 

pramatr  :  subject  or  knower 

prameya  :  object  of  valid  knowledge 

prayojaka.  :  (1)  criterion  ;  (2)  corroborative  argument  ; 

(3)  cause pravrtti  :  effort 

pragabhava  :  previous  non-existence  or  potential  exist¬ 
ence 

pratibhasika  :  illusory 

badha  :  (1)  contradiction,  nullification  ;  (2)  incongruity 
badhita  :  contradicted,  nullified 

buddhi  :  intellect  ;  (2)  cognition 

bhana  :  cognition 

bhava  :  (1)  positive  entity  ;  (2)  existence 

bhuta  :  element  (such  as  earth) 
mahat-tattva  :  cosmic  intellect 

may  a  :  cosmic  illusion 

yogyata  :  (1)  consistency  ;  (2)  capacity 

rupa  :  (1)  colour ;  (2)  form 
laksana  :  definition,  characteristic 

laksana  :  implication,  secondary  meaning 

laghava  :  the  law  of  simplicity  or  parsimony 

linga  :  (1)  sign,  reason  ;  (2)  indication 
laukika  :  ordinary,  conventional 
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vijnana  :  knowledge 

vipaksa  :  contrary  instance 
viruddha  :  contradictory 

vivarta  :  apparent  change 

vteista-buddhi  :  (1)  cognitio’n  of  a  qualified  entity  ; 
(2)  qualified  knowledge 

vi£esana  :  qualifying  attribute 

visesya  :  substantive 

visaya  :  object 
visamvadin  :  unsuccessful 

vrtti  :  (1)  mental  state  ;  (2)  existence  ;  (3)  existent ; 

(4)  reference 
vai£istya  :  relatedness 

vyakti  :  individual 

vyatireka  :  (method  of)  difference 

vyatireka-vyapti  :  negative  invariable  concomitance 

vyadhikarana  :  not  abiding  in  the  substratum  of  a 

thing,  extraneous 

vyavahara  :  use,  convention 

vyapaka  :  inclusive 

vyapara  :  operation,  intermediate  cause 

vyapti  :  invariable  concomitance 

vyapya  :  subordinate  concomitant 

vyavartaka  :  that  which  generates  the  idea  of  distinc¬ 
tion 

vyavaharika  :  conventional,  relatively  real 

vyavrtta  :  excluded  . 

£akti  :  (1)  power ;  (2)  significance 

4abda  :  (1)  sound ;  (2)  word  ;  (3)  verbal  testimony 
£abda-bodha  :  verbal  comprehension 
Srati  :  (1)  revealed  knowledge,  the  Vedas ;  (2)  direct 

enunciation 

sankara  :  cross  division 

samyoga  :  conjunction 
samvadin  :  successful 

samsara  :  transmigratory  existence 
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samskara  :  latent  impression 

sannikarsa  :  see  praty&satti 
sapaksa  :  similar  instance 

samavaya  :  inherence 

samavayi-karana  :  inherent  cause 
samaveta  :  inherent 

samanadhikarana  :  having  a  common  substratum,  co¬ 
existent 

savikalpa  :  determinate  ;  consisting  of  a  substantive,  a 

qualifying  attribute  and  a  relation  between  the  two 
sahacara  .  co-existence 
saksatkara  :  realisation 
saksin  :  witness 

sadharmya  :  similarity 
sadhya  :  the  thing  to  be  inferred 
samagri  :  totality  of  causes 
siddha  :  established,  proved 

smrti  ;  (i)  recollection  ;  (2)  sacred  literature  based  on 
the  Vedas 

hetu  :  reason  or  ground  for  inference 
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Agency — defined  158;  no  real 

—  anywhere,  204 

Agni — 166 

Agnistoma  (sacrifice) — 221 
Aim — two  kinds  of,  208 

Air — 165 

Amalananda  Svamin — 216  n. 

Amaradasa — xi 

Anantakrsna  Sastri,  MM — xi 

Apparent  change — defined,  52 

Arthadipika — xi 
A^ubodhinl — xi 

ASvins — 165 

Bhdmatl — 2  n.,  216 

Bhdsa-Pariccheda — 136  n., 

151  n. 

Brahma — 165,  17 1 

Brahman — appears  as  the  uni¬ 
verse  through  the  veil  of 

cosmic  illusion,  xi;  nescience 

is  neither  identical  with  nor 

different  from,  in.,  2  n.; 

liberation  comes  through 

knowledge  of,  4,  21 1 -21 2, 

234;  is  not  a  substance,  84; 

can  be  an  object  of  ocular 

perception,  83-84;  is  the  sub¬ 

stratum  of  the  phantasm  of 

the  universe,  14 1;  is  differ- 
rent  from  the  individual  self, 

145;  appears  as  different 

owing  to  different  minds, 

146;  the  universe  is  super¬ 

imposed  on,  147;  essential 

and  secondary  characteristics 

16 

of,  157-162,  180;  is  Truth, 

Knowledge  and  Bliss,  157;' 

is  the  cause  of  the  origin  of 

the  universe,  158-162;  is 

alone  established  by  the 

Vedantic  texts,  181-182;  is 

omniscient,  195;  the  indi¬ 
vidual  self  is  identical  with, 

x,  201-207;  unity  of,  205  n.; 
is  absolute  Bliss,  209;  what 

the  immediate  knowledge  of 

—  arises  from,  212;  purified 
mind  is  the  instrument  for 

the  realisation  of,  212,  215; 

is  known  only  through  the 

Vedas,  215-216;  means  to 

realisation  of,  x,  xi,  217-225; 

meditation  on  conditioned, 

228-229;  result  of  the  realisa¬ 
tion  of  unconditioned,  230  f. 

Brahma-Sutras — 2  n. 

Brhanndradlya-Purdna — 176, 
212,  231 

Buddhists — means  of  knowl¬ 

edge  according  to,  vi 

Calmness — an  aid  to  liberation, 

226 
Carvakas — only  one  means  of 

knowledge  according  to,  vi 

Characteristic  (s)— essential,  156- 

157;  secondary,  158 

Cintdmani  ( Tattva -) — 3 

Citsukhacarya — 39  n.,  82  n. 

Citsukhi — 39  n.,  82  n.  '  \ 
Citta — 34,  165  n. 
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Cognition — See  Knowledge 

Comparison — a  means  of  valid 

knowledge,  8;  defined,  86;  is 

a  distinct  means  of  knowl¬ 

edge,  87-88 

Consciousness — is  knowledge, 

vii;  is  perceptual  knowledge, 

8;  is  threefold,  vii,  14,  15; 

as  God  and  individual  self, 

183,  184 

Consideration  {paramar&a) — is 

not  an  instrument  of  inferen¬ 

tial  knowledge,  72-73;  de¬ 

scribed,  75-76  n. 

Consistency  {yogyatd ) — 89,  de¬ 
fined,  94 

Contiguity  (dsatti) — 89,  de¬ 

fined,  95;  is  the  knowledge 

of  the  meanings  of  words, 
109  * 

Cosmic  dissolution  ( pralaya ) — 

described,  172;  four  kinds  of, 

172-178;  diurnal,  172-174; 

basic,  1 74- 1 75;  occasional, 

176-177;  absolute,  178;  order 
of,  179 

Cosmic  illusion — x;  is  one,  42- 

43;  is  the  transformative 

material  cause  of  the  uni¬ 

verse,  14 1,  163 

See  also  Nescience 

Counterpositive  (ness) — defined , 

65  n. 

Creation — order  and  process  of, 

163-172 

Death — and  the  condition  of 

profound  sleep,  197 

Dharmaraja  Adhvarlndra— iii, v,  3 

Difference — See  Non-existence 

Dream (s) — objects  perceived  in 

—  are  illusory,  60-63;  condi¬ tion  of,  197 

Effect  (s) — the  same  as  the 

cause,  ix;  twofold  destruc¬ 

tion  of,  62-63 

Ego — described,  34;  creation of,  164 

Elements — creation  of  the,  163- 

1  167,  171-172;  combination  of 

the,  167-168;  creation  out  of 

the,  168-170;  dissolution  of 

the,  179-180 

Error — nature  of,  viii,  48-59; 

how  caused,  50-59;  according 

to  logicians,  viii,  49  n.;  cri¬ terion  of,  59 

See  also  Invalid  Knowledge 

and  Unreality 

Existence — is  threefold,  85 

Expectancy — described,  89-93 

Faith — an  aid  to  liberation, 
226-227 

Fortitude — an  aid  to  liberation, 

226 

Gangega  Upadhyaya — v,  3  n. 

Generic  attribute — is  fictitious, 

viii,  24,  25;  significance 

refers  to  —  directly,  viii,  97- 

99;  meaning  of,  98  n. 

God  (Supreme  Lord) — the  wit¬ 

ness  of,  42-46;  agency  of, 

156-159;  is  the  Creator,  17 1; 
as  reflection  of  Consciousness 

in  cosmic  illusion,  183,  184; 

as  Consciousness  that  is 

reflected,  185-188;  difference 
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between  individual  self  and 

—  due  to,  202,  203 

Gods — path  of  the,  229  n. 

Great  dictum,  the — meaning 
of  the  words  of,  180,  198  f.; 

knowledge  from,  212,  213 

Gross  bodies — four  kinds  of, 

170 

Hearing — as  a  means  to  the 

realisation  of  Brahman,  218- 
226 

Hiranyagarbha — creation  of  the 
subtle  body  of,  169;  is  the 
first  individual  to  be  born, 

171-172;  destruction  (libera¬ 
tion)  of,  174,  175,  177,  180, 

229;  day  of,  176 

Human  end — four  kinds  of,  4 

Implication — pure  and  double, 
100;  exclusive,  inclusive,  and 

quasi-inclusive,  10 1 -105;  root 
of,  105;  belongs  to  words  or 

a  group  of  words,  106; 
defined,  106 

Indicator — 40 

Individual — significance  does 

not  refer  to  it  directly,  97-99 

Individual  self — See  Self 

Indra — 160,  213,  229,  234 
Inference — a  means  of  valid 

knowledge,  8;  described, 

71  f.;  factors  of,  72-76;  is 
not  recollection,  73;  is  purely 

affirmative,  77;  for  oneself 

and  for  others,  79;  syllogistic, 

79;  proves  the  unreality  of 

the  universe,  80-85;  of  the 

negative  form  is  not  an 

inference,  127-128 

Ingredients-^-the  three,  164 

Inherence — is  identity,  viii,  24, 

25  n.;  is  unfounded,  24,  25, 

84 

Intellect — 34,  creation  of  the, 

164 

Intention— defined,  no;  is  the 

cause  of  verbal  comprehen¬ 

sion,  m-114;  how  deter¬ mined,  1 15 

Invariable  concomitance — 71; 
defined,  76 

Jaimini — 92  n. 

Janaka — 227 

Jivananda  Vidyasagara,  Pan- 

dita — xi 

Knowledge — is  eternal  Pure 

Consciousness,  v;  valid  —  de¬ 

fined,  5-8,  149;  the  six  means 
of,  8;  is  an  attribute  of  the 

mind,  9,  10,  11;  qualified, 

75;  intrinsic  validity  of,  149- 

150;  its  validity  is  self- 
evident,  viii,  151-152;  in¬ 
valid  —  is  due  to  extrinsic 

defect,  153;  twofold  validity 

of  the  means  of,  155-156; 
as  a  state  of  the  mind,  189; 

what  its  immediacy  is  due 
to,  213,  215 

Krsnanatha  Nyayapancanana, 

Pandita — xi 

Kumarila  Bhatta — 58  n.,  108 

Latent  impression  (s) — in  pro¬ 

found  sleep,  172-173;  the 
cause  of  superimposition,  204 

Liberation — is  the  supreme 

human  end,  4;  nature  of, 

209  f.,  234;  is  already 
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achieved,  210-2  n;  is  achiev¬ 

ed  only  through  knowledge, 

21 1 ;  aids  to,  226-227;  of  one 
does  not  lead  to  liberation  of 

all,  233-234 

Limiting  adjunct — defined,  40; 
■  distinction  between  it  and  a 

qualifying  attribute,  vii. 

Logicians — 40;  error  according 
to,  49  n.;  refutation  of  the 

theory  of  error  according  to, 

48/  49  n. 
See  also  Nydya  system 

Lord,  the  Supreme — as  Creator, 
163  f. 
See  also  God 

Maitreyl — 218 

Madhvacarya — x 

Manes,  path  of  the — 229,  230  n 

Manu  Samhita — 170 
Meditation — a  means  to  the 

realisation  of  Brahman,  218 

f . ;  a  direct  cause  of  the 

realisation  of  Brahman,  219; 

result  of  —  on  conditioned 

Brahman,  228-229 

Mental  state (s) — is  knowledge, 
9,  189;  described,  16;  how 

formed  in  perception,  16, 

194,  196;  can  be  its  own 

object,  30,  31;  its  causes, 

33;  four  kinds  of,  34;  re¬ 

moves  the  covering  of  Brah¬ 
man,  vii,  190;  as  serving  to 

establish  a  connection  be¬ 
tween  Consciousness  and 

objects,  191-195;  necessity 
for  its  admission,  195/  196 

Mimamsakas — 84  n.,  125  n  ., 

126  n.;  significance  according 

to,  97  n.;  the  Vedas  accord¬ 
ing  to,  1 16;  the  Prabhakara 
school  of  —  on  valid  knowl¬ 

edge  from  sentences,  200;  on 

means  of  knowledge,  vi; 

means  of  knowledge  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Bhatta  school  of, vi 

Mind — is  a  substance  and  with 

,  parts,  10-11;  is  not  an  organ, 
vii,  12,  13,  69;  its  attributes 

are  objects  of  the  witness, 

31,  32;  is  the  internal  instru¬ 
ment,  34;  creation  of  the, 

164;  is  destroyed  in  deep 

sleep,  173;  two  functions  of, 

173,  174;  is  the  limiting 
adjunct  of  the  individual 

self,  184,  195;  knowledge  of 
Brahman  arises  from  the 

purified,  212,  215 
Monism — 147,  x 

See  Vedanta 
Moon — 165 

Mount  Meru — 202 
Nature — 43,  44  n. 

See  Cosmic  illusion 

Nescience — 1;  is  inscrutable, 

in.;  and  Brahman,  2  n.; 

subsidiary  and  primal,  51  n.; 

is  removed  by  unobstructed 

knowledge,  232;  is  one  or 

manifold  according  to  differ¬ 
ent  views,  233-234 

See  also  Cosmic  illusion 

Non-apprehension — a  means  of 
valid  knowledge,  8;  defined, 

1 30-131;  as  possessed  of  capa- 
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city,  132-134;  instrument  of, 

135-136;  a  distinct  means  of 

knowledge,  137-138,  148; 
and  mistaken  apprehension 

of  non-existence,  139-14 1 

Non-existence — a  p  p  r  e  h  e  n- 
sion  of,  130  f.,  148;  four 

kinds  of,  142-145;  two  kinds 
of  mutual,  146 

Nrsimha — 2 

Nyaya  system  (Naiyayikas) — v; 

means  of  knowledge  accord¬ 

ing  to,  vi;  some  points  of 
difference  between  Vedanta 

and,  vi-ix,  20,  22,  24,  25, 

33  n.,  53,  84m;  inference  ac¬ 
cording  to,  71-73  n.,  77  n., 
78  n.;  syllogism  according  to, 

79  n.,  80;  significance  accord¬ 
ing  to,  97  n.,  98  n.,  104;  on 

the  Vedas,  116;  and  presump¬ 

tion,  v,  127  n.;  on  non¬ 
apprehension,  v,  136  n., 

138  n.;  on  non-existence, 

144  n.,  145  n.;  on  valid 
knowledge,  151  n.,  152  n.; 
and  cosmic  dissolution,  179, 
180  n. 

Nydyaratna — 3  n. 

Nyaya-siddhanta-dipa — 3  n. 

Operation — 73  n. 

Organs — five,  69;  creation  of 

the,  164-166;  the  presiding 

deities  of  the,  164-165 

Padmapadacarya — iii,  v,  ix, 
1  n.,  3  n. 

Pain,  cessation  of — is  an  aim, 

208;  is  liberation,  209  f. 

Pancapddika — 2  n.,  3,  157 

Pancapddikd-vivararta — See 
Vivarana 

Pandit,  The — xii 

Paribhasa  ( Vedanta -) — iii,  iv, v  f.,  xi,  3 

Paribhdsd-prakd&ika — xi 
Pedda  Dlksita — xi 

Perception — of  internal  objects, 

vii;  perceptual  knowledge 

may  arise  from  verbal  testi¬ 
mony,  viii,  36;  a  means  of 

valid  knowledge,  8-70;  per¬ 

ceptual  knowledge  is  pure 

Consciousness,  8,  9;  criterion 

of,  14  f.,  36;  of  knowledge, 

14-26;  psychology  of,  16,  17; 
is  immediate  knowledge, 

14  f.;  of  objects,  27-32; 

finally  defined,  32;  deter¬ 
minate  and  indeterminate, 

34-38;  by  the  witness  of  the 
self  and  the  witness  of  God, 

40-46;  of  knowledge,  defined, 

47;  of  illusory  objects,  47- 
68;  in  dreams,  60-63; 
through  or  without  an  organ, 
69-70 

Pleasure — an  aim  and  two 

kinds  of,  208-209;  absolute 
: —  is  liberation,  209  f. 

Prabhakara — 58  n.,  error  ac¬ 

cording  to  the  school  of, 

58  n. 
See  also  M imams ak as 

Prajapati — 166,  229 

PrakaS&tma-yati — ix,  in., 

32  n. 
Pratardana — 313 

Pra varga  (rite) — 221 
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Prayaja  (sacrifice) — 109  n.,  221- 224 

Presumption — a  means  of  valid 

knowledge,  8;  defined,  121- 
122;  from  what  is  seen  and 

what  is  heard,  123;  twofold 

—  from  what  is  heard,  124- 
126;  cannot  be  included  in 

inference,  127;  and  inference 

of  the  negative  form,  128- 129 

Proposition  (sentence) — convey¬ 
ing  a  simple  notion  of 
identity,  35,  38 

Puranas — on  cosmic  dissolu¬ 
tion,  177 

Pfirva-Mimamsa — some  points 

of  difference  between  Ved¬ 
anta  and,  v,  x 

Purva-Mimdmsa-Sutras — 92  n., 
220,  224 

Qualifying  attribute — distinc¬ 
tion  between  it  and  a  limit¬ 

ing  adjunct,  vii;  defined,  40 

Quarters — 164 

Rclmadvaya — iii,  x 

Ramakrsnadhvarin — xi,  41  n. 

Ramanu  j  acary  a — x,  on  indi¬ 
vidual  self,  199  n. 

Raurava — 229 

Recollection — 34;  and  valid 

knowledge,  56;  is  not  percep¬ 
tion,  18,  19;  criterion  of,  73 

Reflection — as  a  means  to 

the  knowledge  of  Brahman, 

218  f.J  a  cause  of  medita¬ 
tion,  219 

Renunciation — meaning  of,*  227 
Rites— as  an  indirect  means  to 

the  realisation  of  Brahman, 

217 

Ritualists — path  followed  by 
the,  229 

Sahara — 93  n. 

Sadananda  Yoglndra — v 

Samidh  (sacrifice) — 108  n. 
Sathk$epa-Sdriraka — 33  n. 

Sankara — 2  n.,  3  n.,  33  n., 

162  n.;  school  of  Vedanta, 

iii,  iv,  v,  x 

Sankhya — means  of  knowledge 

according  to,  vi;  effect  ac¬ 

cording  to,  ix;  Nature  ac¬ 
cording  to,  43,  44  n.;  view 

on  comparison,  88  n. 

Saraccandra  Ghosala,  Sri — xii 
Sariraka-Bhdsya — 2  n.,  33  n. 

Sarvajnatma-muni — 33  n. 

SaSadhara — 3 

Self — the  Supreme,  1;  difference 
between  the  supreme  Self  and 

the  individual  self,  184-186 

Self,  the  individual — defined, 
40;  witness  of  the,  40;  is 
different  from  Brahman,  145; 

doctrine  of  single  and  multi¬ 

ple,  178,  188,  189;  as  reflec- 
.  tion  of  Consciousness  in 

different  minds,  184,  185;  is 

unlimited,  191  f.;  is  limited 

by  the  mind,  184,  195;  is 
both  one  and  manifold,  198; 

is  not  atomic,  198,  199;  is 

self-effulgent,  199-200;  is 
identical  with  Brahman, 
201-207 

Self-control — an  aid  to  libera¬ 
tion,  226 



INDEX 

247 

Self-withdrawal — an  aid  to 

liberation,  227 

Sentence  (s) — a  means  of  valid 
knowledge,  89  f.,  115;  secular 

and  Vedic,  115;  conveying  a 

simple  notion  of  identity,  38, 
206 

Significance — defined,  96,  113; 

a  category,  96;  refers  directly 

to  a  generic  attribute,  viii, 

97-99 
Siva — 165,  17 1 

Sivadatta — xi 

Sleep,  profound — and  diurnal 

dissolution,  172-174;  de¬ 
scribed,  197 

Subtle  body — of  a  sleeping  and 
a  dead  man,  173;  creation 

and  composition  of  the,  168- 
169;  inferior  and  superior, 169 

Sun — 165 

Superimposition — how  caused, 
204-205 

Sure^varacarya — 147 

Swoon — and  profound  sleep, 197 

Syllogism — the  parts  of,  79; 
Nyaya  view  of  it  refuted, 

79,  80  n. 
T antra-vdrtika — <108 

T arkacuddmani — 3 

Tattvapradipika — 39,  148 

Transformation — defined,  5? 

Universe — is  transitory,  24; 
its  unreality  is  proved  by 

inference,  80-85;  is  super¬ 
imposed  on  Brahman,  147; 
Brahman  is  the  cause  of  the 

origin  of,  158-162,  182; 

creation  of  the,  170;  is  in¬ 
substantial,  182 

Unreality — defined,  81,  85; 

proof  of,  82 
See  also  Error 

Vacaspati  Mi§ra — v,  ix,  2  n., 
212,  216,  234 

Vai£esika(s)->— v;  means  of 
knowledge  according  to,  vi; 

view  on  comparison,  88  n. 

Vakya-sudhd — 162  n. 
Vamadeva — 213,  214  n. 

Varuna — 165,  229  n. 

Vedanta — some  points  of  differ¬ 

ence  between  Nyaya  and,  vi- 
ix;  some  points  of  difference 
between  Purva-Mimamsa 

and,  v,  x;  phases  of,  x; 

subject-matter  of,  x,  207  f.; 
aim  of,  208 

Veddnta-kalpataru — 216  n., 
229  n. 

Vedanta  Kaumudl — iii 

V edanta-maniprabhd — xi 
Veddnta-Paribhdsd — see  Pari - 

bhdsd 

V  eddnta-parib  hasa  -pra  kd&kd — 
xi 

Vedanta-Sdra — v 

V eddnta-£ihhdmani — xi,  41  n. 

Vedas,  the — are  means  of  valid 

knowledge,  n6f.;  are  not 

eternal,  116;  are  not  mo¬ 

mentary,  117-118;  are  not 

produced  by  a  person,  119- 
120 

Venis,  Principal  Arthur — xi 
Vefikatanatha,  Srfmat — 2 
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Verbal  comprehension-criteri¬ 
on  of,  37;  due  to,  89  f. 

Verbal  testimony — perceptual 
knowledge  may  arise  from, 

viii,  36;  a  means  of  knowl¬ 
edge,  8;  defined,  89 

Vi§nu — 165,  166,  17 1 

Vital  forces,  the  five — creation 
of,  166 

Vivarana — iii,  iv,  in.,  9, 

10  nu,  33,  109,  148,  212, 
221  n.,  225 

Wakefulness — described,  188, 189 

Word(s) — significance  of,  96  f.; 

meanings  of,  96-109;  two 

kinds  of  meanings  of,  96; 

primary  meaning  of,  99; 

implication  of,  99-109;  impli¬ 
cation  belongs  to  a  word  or 

a  group  of  words,  viii,  106- 

107 

Work — survival  of  fructifying 
—  after  the  realisation  of 

Brahman,  230-231;  accumu¬ 
lated,  231;  two  kinds  of 

1  accumulated,  231-232 

Worlds — creation  of  the,  170 

Yama — 166 

Yoga  system — means  of  knowl¬ 
edge  according  to,  vi 
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